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Tr 1s tsEtEss to speculate on the appointments 
will probably be oe menken reach our 
but on Thursday no doubt was entertained that Lord 
would be the new Lord Chancellor. With 


TOTAL ASSETS, / 2,881,000. INCOME, £334,000. 
” 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. you let it alone? 





Assurances itt force, TEN MILLIONS. Taz tortricat caisle hee caused din interssiasion'of 
saentaundedatediai of the Select Committee on the Land Transfer Bi 
no doubt a d effort will be 
fuverkes. make a report before the 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. this can be done, 


The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH, 

The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.O.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Eeq. 

WILLIAM VILLIAMS, Esy. 
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A Solivitor of the Stipréme Court, Bowet & Ov. +, Hett 
tlhe Mattie Of scscsssseressercsssvererserssenes OOM et oe 
Greatotex & Co. ¥. Shtckle ....:1....00» o- 608 
Hetbert Standring & Co. (Lim.) ......... 603 
Mershaw v. Taylor 
Maskell & Goldfinch’s Contract, Re ... 601 


West Kent Mutual Permanent 
Building Society v. Shove & Others... 601 
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A esrzr towards furnishing business for the new Commercial 
Court was taken by the Oourt of A on Wednesday in the 
case of Béerlein v. The Chartered Mercantile B That action 
had been own in the vision, and Mr. Justice 
Kzxewicn had déclined to order it to be transferred to the 
Queen’s Bench Division for the purpose of being tried in the 
Commercial Court. The Court of Appe shnal ths ran 
to b “ 2 6. we ‘ae 










Prov nd that 1 A cate 
mercantile fransacti ions, it was one whic ou ; ge 0 the 
Commercial ae © CASe,” sai ustice LEY, 
‘came on wu a summons for directions before a judge who 
was ly versed in such matters, he might be able to 
shorten the trial materially, and to save .” But the 
explain that he did not 
mean to say that every commercial case ought to be transferred 
from the Chancery Division; it must depend on the bn 
circumstances of each case whether this course sho be 
adopted. As we pointed out some time ago, and as Lord 
Justice Livpizy took occasion to say, the jud the Com- 


‘mercial Court has no power to do anything w another 
bald nok do, The question ariese,-therelore, whather, ia oom: 
mercial cases set down in the Chancery Division, the procedure 
of the Commercial Court might not be ad by the learned 
judges of that Division. e should er like to see the 
experiment tried. 








THERE was more than usually lively oratory at the dinner of 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association last week. Lord Justice 
A. L. Sutra was very diverting in his description of the pro- 
found dulnees and monotony of the life of a judge. One has 
really never before understood how much these eminent per- 
sonages are to be pitied. As the Lord Justice patheticall 

inted out, every working day the judge is “‘ put into a band- 
tee, with ushers and so on round him, and he is allowed to say 
nothing unless it is pertinent to the case, and as to what is 
going on in the world around him, he knows absolutely 
nothing.” At four o’clock he is turned out, and, if he wants to 
stay for an hour to look at some papers, in comes the sweeper of 
the Royal Courts and tells him to begone. The only persons he 
meets are her Majesty’s Judges ; and—we grieve to record the 
observation—the learned Lord Justice intimated that “ one 
could see too much even of a judge.” Passing from this 
amusing topic, he proceeded to consider the cause of the slack- 
ness of business in the Queen’s Bench Division. Lord Hzn- 
SCHELL, it will be remembered, recently gave as the reasons for 
it, the ——— of trade and the disappearance of 
arrears and the facilities for speedy trial of actions, which deter 
— with hopeless cases. Lord Justice A. L. Smurrx 

id that the real reason was the poverty of the nation, com- 
ge with wb yn he called " = infamous rule of — 

party party costs. e@ great point, he said, for 
the Common Law Division was to get rid ae that rule. As we 
stated some time ago, Lord Hzrsonxztt, in the course of the 
hearing of a Scotch appeal in the House of Lords, took occa- 
sion to remark that the more often costs were given as between 
agent aud client—that is, in this country, as between solicitor 
and client—the more satisfactory the law appeared to him to be. 
There is no doubt that and costs are a blot on our 


— and there seems to be no reason why the resolution of 
Council of Judges in 1892 that ‘‘the costs allowed in 
Siidioes satiate chal bo oll these which have been reasonably 
incurred by the client,” should not be carried into effect. 





__ AN ADVERTISING agent was recently summoned at the Thames 
Police Court under section 3 of the Unif Act, 1894, for 


unlawfully res five men to wear military uniforms in such 
@ manner as to be likely to bring contempt on Her Majesty’s 
uniform. It was that this tion was the first that 


had taken place in London under the Act, which came into force 
im January of thig year. The defendant, who pleaded guilty to 
7 into the — = ers clad in military 
elmets, presuma or advertisin > 
sat ho ‘arg eon under 


mitigation unishment he urged that he had 
ge cy that having removed the shoulder straps from 





the tunics and the plates from the helmets, the use of the 
eet Se eee advertisement was not unlewful. 
The language of the Act is however ectly clear. By section 
3, “if any person, not serving in the naval or military forces, 
wears without ission, or employs any other person to wear, 
the uniform of any of those forces, or any dress having the 
ap or bearing any of the regimental or other distinctive 
marks of such uniform, in such a manner or under such circum- 
stances as to be likely to bring contempt upon that uniform, he 
shall be liable to a fine not exceeding £10 or to one month’s 
imprisonment.” By section 2 the mere wearing of a military 
uniform by an unauthorized is made wiul. In the 
present case the magistrate took into consideration the defend- 
ant’s plea of ignorance and im a fine of £1 only, but it is 
sati to observe ~~ an : age Ne the ae 
object of enting the tion of Her Majesty’s uniform, 
bas net -t mega sem to fea dead letter. 





BzrorE THE Judicature Acts there was a curious difference 
in the practice of the common law courts and the Oourt of 
Chancery as to taxation of the costs of a successful pau 
plaintiff. At one time it was the practice of the common law 
courts to allow the pauper the fees he had paid to his counsel 
and attorney—in he words, to tax his costs as “‘ dives ’’ costs 
—but this was put a stop to by — v. Great Northern Rail- 
way Co. (4 E. & B. 341), where it was held that the practice was 
contrary to the provisions of 11 Hen. 7,c.12. By that statute 
counsel and — assigned to a pauper were to give their 
services gratuitously, and the Court of Queen’s Bench (Lord 
Campsett, O.J., and WicuTman and Exuz, JJ.) held that, since 
the pauper was under no liability to pay fees, he could not 
recover them against the defendant. In the Court of a 
the practice was the same as the old common law practice, and, 
so far from being reyersed by modern judges, it was expressly 
Rubery v. Morris (1 , 


countenanced. & G. - —_ 
CorrznHaM, ©., justified it on the und that, if the 
were aietien ak unsuccessful defendant would gain by reason 


of the plaintiff being allowed to sue in formd pauperis. The 
present practice d on rules 27 and 31 of R.8. O., 1883, ord. 
16, and was settled by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Car- 
son v. Pickersgill & Sons (14 Q. B. D. 859). Rule 27 precludes any 
pel 2 hee eee to from a pauper litigant, and rule. 31 
Seats his costs to 


be taxed as in other cases. The Court of 
Appeal held that this entitled the 





same the ivision. The old Court 
0 seems to have omitted to notice that, though a 
dshasiuak toe an advantage if he does not pay his pauper 
opponent full costs, yet in case of success he fails to get his own 
costs. The t rule is in accordance with the general 
principle that payment for professional services shall not depend 
on the result of the case. the services are gratuitous in the 
first instance, they should retain that character all through. 


u nly to such costs as 
he was liable to and hence ie a not fees of 
counsa! of Peso hie soar. Tn Hieron . Richard- 
son @ lowman, Sir Francis JEUNE has now decided that the 





In THe cass of Greatorer § Co. v. kle (reported elsewhere) 
the question whi 6 De tdeasi Goat was called upon to 
decide does serious doubt. Neverthe- 


eee 0 i 
less, it is one which not uncommonly arises, and we learn that 
great vari has been shewn between = opinions of different 
county court judges upon the point. © question shortly is 
this: When two auctioneers or house agents have inde 
a aeieed to thal Beets he 
ings for the recovery of 
can the other auctioneer (also 
i t into the action on an inter- 
er summons under ord. 27, r. 13, of the County Court 
Rios, 1865, on tho ground that'the claims are ‘opposing of 
conflicting,” and that the court ought to decide upon 
claims together? In the present case the plaintiffs introduced 
a purchaser for a house, but the negotiations were eventually 
and no binding contract appears to have been 
i The vendor removed the house from the 
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plaintiffs’ books and instructed another firm. The second firm 
effected a sale to a person who turned out to be the purchaser 







con ‘originally introduced by the plaintiffs. In the action by the 
ean. plaintiffs for commission, the defendant obtained an order from 
the the registrar that the second firm should attend at the trial for 
stive the purpose of having their claim adjudicated upon at the same 
~am- time. The judge dismissed the second firm from the action, 
, he and found for the plaintiffs for the major part of the amount 
ith’s claimed ; but he afterwards ordered a new trial on the ground 
itary that the claim of the second firm ought to have been disposed of, 
: the they having been properly brought in under the rule above 
end- referred to. The order fora new trial was set aside by the 
‘it is Divisional Court for the obvious reason that the claims of the 
rthy two firms were distinct and independent ; they were not claiming 
orm the same subject-matter, and the rules as to interpleader had no 
. application. It seems strange that it should have been thought 
otherwise in the court below, and that other county court judges 
should (as we believe is the case) take a similar view. But the 
rence present case ought to settle the point conclusively. 
rt of 

















. law Tue Decision this week in Seligman v. Eemnce dOe, (Limited) 
unsel yw! Chews that Oourt of Appeal No 2 are as ined as 
ain the independent corporate existence of 


private com ies, although im Prods wp VY. 0 
(Limited) (ante, p. 523) it = been solemnly 





























that there was a balance of revenue on the previous half-year’s 
working—that is, up to the 30th of June, 1894—which had 
not been divided. For the ordinary shareholders it was con- 


tended that this had now become of the general assets of 
the “ore 5 and, after payment of debts and costs of liquida- 
tion, would be applicable for repayment of capital. ‘The 


preference shareholders contended that it was applicable in 
the first instance to payment of the arrears of dividend. The 
cases on profits which have been hitherto decided — v. 
hatel 0. (37 W. R. 321), —— v. General and 
‘ommerci ¢ (38 Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 584; 1897, 7 Ob. 
330), and others—have not been concerned with companies in 
liquidation, and the present case gave Kexewitn, J., the oppor- 
tunity of pointing out the two different meanings of the word 
“profits.” It may mean the actual t on the trading 
account, irrespective of the rise or in the value of the 
capital assets of the company, and in this sense it is used when 
it is said that a going company can divide profits without first 
making lost capital. It may also mean the actual surplus 
of the whole assets of a business, when it comes to be wound 
up, over their original value, and in this sense there may 
occasionally be a c of applying it in a liquidation, as in 
the Rridgenier Canal case (1891, 2 Oh. 317). It is then, 
indeed, the only sense in which it can be used, for the payment 
of dividends has necessarily ceased on the liquidation. But 
there reason why profits in the ordin: nse 





















oe was ii py ‘he ae oy the 
atute corporations they are . The Court of Appeal ified 
their say that there is no inconsistency. The unlawfulness of the 
‘Lord company is only brought into play when the promoters seek to 
Lene. om — a out of it. If they look for limited lia- 
no ility, they are told that the company is a trustee or an agent 
nce for them, and that they must be nsible for its debts. If | PPeference shareholders. 
, and, they insist that a sale of their business has been made to a —————————— 
ressly company, they are told that the sale is a'sham and must be set , 
Lord aside. But forall other p the company is treated as JUDICIAL TRUSTEES. 
Tule though its incorporation had been perfectly lawful. ‘The | Tue Trusts Administration Bill, introduced by the late Govern- 
eason court,” said Livpiey, L.J., in Re George Newman & Co. (Limited) | ment, has, of course, no chance of being ed with, but 
a rf (ante, p. 346), “is bound to recognize : M- | since it will doubtless form the model fur a future Bill, it will 
}, ord, corporated, and to give efi a_consed such | be convenient to notice its provisions. Its main feature is the 
a Car- incorporation. Hence in that case it was held that the | establishment of the system of judicial trustees, or “ judicial 
o8 ALY bduld not make a gift out of the assets of the | factors.” which has for many years been in ion in Scot- 
ile. 31 company to the chairman, and the chairman was ordered The system was described by Lord M’Laren in his 
urt of to repay £6,500. So, again, in the present case of - | evidence before the Select Committee on the Administration of 
ote os man v. eh utd the Lord Justice said :—‘‘Itis| Trusts. The judicial factor is a paid trustee appointed by the 
ees of impossible to ignore the existence of the company as & cor- court, usually in cases where there is an i or where 
chard- porate body independent of Prrvcz”’—that is, of the founder | thore is a vacancy in the trust or administration : ugh the 
at the —‘‘and impossible to ignore the company’s memorandum and | death of the nominated trustees or executors, or their refusal to 
Court articles of association.” Hence the Court of Appeal upheld the | act. but he may also be appointed in the place of exi 
ugh a j validity of debentures issued by the company. Of course it is trustees, where the beneficiaries have reason to be dissati 
pauper advantageous that companies of the kind in question—companies, | with the management of the trust. The factor is under the 
is Own that is, to adopt the phrase of Lorzs, L.J., in Salomon's case, | supervision of an officer known as the Accountant of Court, 
eneral consisting of less than seven bond fide independent members with | and as soon as he enters on his duties he has to give in an 
lepend a will and mind of their own—should be upheld as far as inventory of the estate. He has to keep regular accounts, 
in the possible. They have been widely assumed to be legal, and| which are sent once a year to the office of the Accountant of 
h. persons have dealt with them on this footing. Hence there is | Qourt for audit. He has to keep a separate bank account for 
no reason to quarrel with Re Geo. Newman § Co, and Seligman v. | the trust money, and he is liable to a penalty and deprivation of 
Prince & Co. In this direction the decisions are unim ble. | office if he keeps more than £50 for over ten days in his own 
where) It may be questioned, however, whether the Oourt of Appeal | possession or at the credit of his private account. He is not 
a did not, in Salomon’s case, go needlessly far in importing into | allowed i i without first 
po J , I hich wed to exercise any power 
rerthe- section 6 of the Companies Act, 1862, a requirement which the ing a report to the Accountant of and if there is any 
mn that Legislature abstained from - That seven persons must diticulty the matter is brought unde the notion of A 
fferent subscribe the memorandum of association is plain, but that no | set of directions is issued y the Accountant of Court the 
tly is one of the seven may be a trustee for another is a doubtful guidance of judicial factors. This shews the proper mode of 
tl result of judicial construction. g the inventory and the annual statement of accounts, 
ids for and the points to be attended to on the audit, and it gives 
very of advice generally as to matters usually in the course of 
r (also Tux auEsTion of what is to be understood by “ ts” in| an i ion. But the Accountant of does not give 
| inter- the working of a company, and how they are to be applied, | advice about ific matters, in connection with the 
- Court which has on several occasions been before the courts recently, | annual audit, or on the occasion of ——— by the factor 
ing @ arose again in Bishop v. S and Cassaba (ante, | to the court for special powers. In the case the factor 
n both p. 469) before wena . The aT ; nae makes a written report to the accountant the cir- 
oduced company, which was in liquidation, was divided into preference | cumstances and his own views, and concludes by ——_ 
ntually and shares, the preference shares carrying a dividend | the exact powers he wishes the court to grant him. The acco 
e been of A co eng In July, 1894, the company went into voluntary | ant then states in writing his opinion, and the factor brings his 
om the liquidation, there being at that time arrears of dividend due to | report, with the : 





the preference shareholders. On taking the accounts it appeared 
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counsel usually attonds on the app*icat 














598 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. June 29, 1895. 











The court has no list of official factors from which to select, 
bat appoints any suitable person nominated by the applicants. 
In practice an accountant is almost invariably appointed. The 
jadicial factor may prove a will or take out letters of administra- 
tion. The corpus of the property, as well as the income, is under 
his own control, and on entering upon the administration he has 
to find securities for the safety of the trust funds. Theoretically 
these are not really sufficient. In accepting securities in the 
case of an estate of £100,000 the court would not require to be 
satisfied that the guarantors were good for this amount. But 
the system has been found to protect the beneficiaries from loss. 
The remuneration of the judicial factor varies from one to three 
ad cent. on the income of the trust estate. It is stated that the 
egal profession in Scotland are satisfied with the system “ for 
the purposes and within the limits to which it is actually 
applied.” 

e@ above details are taken from the evidence of Lord 
M‘LakeEN as appearing in the minutes of the proceedings before 
the Select Committee which have been published as a Parlia- 
mentary paper. Further information was given by Lord 
Warson. Strong powers over the factors are, it appears, given 
to the Accountant of Court. If the accountant is dissatisfied 
with an investment, be can call on the factor to lodge the money 
ia the bank and hand him the deposit receipt. This power is 
frequently exercised. The accountant can enforce his demand 
by simply lodging a note with the court, and on that note the 
factor is required to attend and give what explanation he can. 

This system, or rather a system following this in outline, the 
Trusts Administration Bill proposes to introduce into England 
and Wales. Clause | provides, by sub-clause (1), that ‘“‘ where 
application is made to the court as respects the trust of any 
property by or on behalf of the person creating or intending to 
create the trust, or of a trustee, or beneficiary, the court may in 
its discretion appoint a judicial trustee of such trust, either 
jointly with any other judicial trustee or any other person or 
persons or as solo trustee, and, if sufficient cause is shewn, in 
place of any existing trustee.” Subsequent sub-clauses pro- 
vide that the administration of the property of a deceased per- 
son, whether a testator or intestate, shall be a trust, and the 
executor or administrator a trustee, within the meaning of the 
section ; that the judicial trustee may be either an official of the 
court or any other person, and in either case shall be subject to 
the control and supervision of the court as an officer thereof ; 
that the court may, either on request or without request, give a 
judicial trustee any general or special directions in regard to 
the trust or its administration ; and that there may be paid to 
@ judicial trustee such remuneration, not exceeding the pre- 
ecribed limita, as the court assigns in each case, the remunera- 
tion, save as the court for special reasons otherwise orders, to 
eover all his work and personal outlay. 

Clause 2 vests the jurisdiction in the High Court, and in any 
county court judge to whom jurisdiction is assigned under the 
Act. Clause 3 deals with the audit of accounts. Once at least 
in every year the accounts of every judicial trustee are to be 
audited, and a report thereon made to the court ‘ by the pre- 
scribed persons and in the prescribed manner.”’ Thus it is left 
entirely to the rules to establish an office corresponding to the 
office of the Accountant of Court in Scotland. The clause 
goes on to provide that in any case where the court eo directs, 
an inquiry into the administration by a judicial trustee of any 
trust, or into any dealing or transaction of a judicial trustee, 
shall be made, and a report made thereon to the court. — 

In addition to that just mentioned, a great many matters are 
left to be settled by rules. Clause 6 provides that rules may be 
made as to the giving of security by judicial trustees ; respect- 
ing the safety of the trust property, and the custody thereof, 
where practicable, by the court; as to the remuneration of 
trustees, and the fees to be taken under the Act; for dispensing 
with formal proof of facts; for regulating procedure so as to 
make it simple and inexpensive ; for assigning jurisdiction to 
esunty court judges ; and other matters. The last item in the 
list is ‘“‘for preventing the employment by judicial trustees of 
other persons at the expense of the trust, except in cases of 
strict necessity.’’ The list will have to undergo considerable 
modification before the measure assumes a practical form. At 
present the Bill simply sketches out a scheme, leaving all 








details to be settled by rules. Such questions as the custody of 
the trust funds and the jurisdiction of county courts are matters 
to be considered by the Legislature, and not entrusted to the 
discretion of the Lord Chancellor. 

So far as the scheme itself is concerned, it has, at all events, 
the merit of avoidiog the creation of a public trustee as a new 
official department. No system will ever rival that of adminis- 
tration by private trustees in economy and in convenience to the 
beneficiaries, and if any change in the direction of official 
trusteeship is required, it is a sine gud non that the official trustee 
should be modelled as far as possible on the pattern of the 
private trustee, and that his sphere should interfere as little as 
possible with that of the private trustee. The Scotch system of 
judicial trustees appears to answer to these tests. 

We do not understand, however, why the appointments in 
Scotland have, in practice, gone almost exclusively to accouat- 
ants. The common-sense view of the matter was presented in 
the evidence given by Judge Cuatmers before the Select Com- 
mittee. The management of a trust, he pointed out, ought to 
be in the hands of a solicitor. An accountant’s functions ought 
to be kept to mere audit. Administration in intestacy, or under 
a will or settlement, is more in the province of a solicitor than of 
an accountant. “it-may always-develop into court work, and 
ought to be in the hands of a person who would eventually carry 
it into court. There is also the additional reason furnished by 
the control exercised by the Incorporated Law Society over 
solicitors. It may be expected that these considerations would 
weigh with the court in this country in making appointments. 

In addition to the clauses creating a system of judicial 
trustees, the Bill contains two clauses dealing with the general 
law of trusts. Clause 4 provides, by sub-clause (!), that where 
a trustee is personally liable for any breach of trust, but has 
acted ‘‘ honestly and reasonably and with the intention of carry- 
ing his trust into effect, and if he ought fairly to be excused for 

he breach of trust and for omitting to obtain the directions of 

the court in the matter, the court may relieve him, either wholly 
or partly from liability. And sub-clause (2) enables the court 
to authorize beforehand a departure from the terms of a trust, 
where satisfied that, since the creation of the trust, there has 
been a change of circumstances, and that such departure will 
not prejudice any of the beneficiaries. Clause 5 extends the 
provisions of the Larceny Act, 1861, relating to misappropria- 
tion by a trustee of trust property, to trustees under a parol 
trust, it being proved that the person charged knew that he was 
in fact a trustee. It is to be noticed that clause 4 only excuses 
a trustee who has intended to carry out his trust. It does not 
excuse a wilful departure from the terms of the trust, however 
honestly this may have been designed in the interest of the 
beneficiaries. It may be qeenionsl whether the provision will, 
in practice, have any great effect in relieving trustees. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


SHort TitLes.—The object of clause 1 of the Short Titles Bill, 
introduced by the Lord Chancellor, is to supplement the Short Titles 
Act, 1892, by giving short titles to all public general Acts passed 
since 1706 (the date of the union with Scotland) which have not 
already had short titles given to them. Clause 2 gives collective 
titles to some additional groups of Acts. Clause 3 provides for 
certain cases where, upon the repeal of the greater part of an Act 
but not of the whole, the section giving the short title has been 
included in the repeal. In such cases the Act may continue to be 
cited by the short title, notwithstanding the repeal. The schedule of 
Acts to which short titles are now given occupies nearly 120 pages. 
Among the collective names are the Bank of England Acts, 1694 to 
1892, the Building Societies Acts, 1874 to 1894, the Conveyancing 
Acts, 1881 to 1892, the Evidence Acts, 1806 to 1885, the Licensin 
Acts, 1828 to 1886, and the Solicitors Acts, 1839 to 1894: The Bi 
has been read a second time in the House of Lords and referred to 
the Joint Committee on Statute Law Revision. 

ADMINISTRATION OF EstaTEs.—The Administiation of Estates 
7 -saypeamencad Bill has been read a second time in the House of 
Lords, 

Market GARDENERS’ COMPENSATION.—The Earl of Dudley, in 
moving the second reading in the House of Lords of the Market 
Gardeners’ Compensation Bill, said that it bad been prepared in the 


interests of market gardeners, and especialiy in the interests of those 
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in South Worcestershire, who carried on their industry under 
conditions differing from those prevailing in other parts of the 
country. The Bill embodied no new principle, and its object was 
simply to extend the application of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1883, to certain cases which at present were not adequately provided 
for by that measure. It proposed to give to market gardeners 
advantages similar to those already conferred upon other agricul- 
turists. Under the Act of 1883 compensation could ovly be 
obtained by a tenant for what were termed exceptional improve- 
ments if he had obtained the permission of the landlord to make 
them. But many improvements held under the Act of 1883 to 
be exceptional improvements were really essential and necessary in 
the case of the market-gardening industry. Examples of such 
improvements were the planting of fruit tree and bushes and the 
erection or enlargement of buildings. It was proposed, where land 
was used as a market garden, with the knowledge of the landlord, to 
take improvements of that kind out of the category of exceptional 
improvements, and to give the market gardener the same rights of 
compensation with regard to them as were possessed by other 
agricultural tenants with regard to ordinary and necessary improve- 
ment, The Earl of WINnc:iILSEA suggested that, instead of incorporat- 
ing in the present Bill the machinery of the Act of 1883 as to 
valuations, it might be better to adopt the simpler and less expensive 
machinery of the Allotments and Cottage Gardens Compensation for 
Crops Act, 1887. The Bill was read a second time. 

Docs.—The Dogs Bill introduced by Lord CARRINGTON has for its 
object the consolidation and amendment of certain enactments relat- 
ing to dogs. By section 54 of the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839, a 
penalty is imposed on any person who suffers any unmuzzled ferocious 
dog to be at large, or sets on any dog to attack any person, horse, 
or other animal ; and by section 61 a metropolitan police constable is 
authorized to destroy any dog reasonably suspected of being in a 
rabid state, or which has been bitten by a dog or animal so sus- 
pected: and an owner who allows such a dog to go at large after 
having reasonable grounds for believing it to be mad or bitten by a 
mad animal is liable to a penalty. By section 28 of the Town Police 
Clauses Act, 1847, the liability to penalties in the two cases just men- 
tioned was made general. The Dogs Act, 1865, made the owner of a 
dog absolutely liable in damages for injury done-to cattle or sheep by 
his dog, without any necessity for the party seeking damages to shew 
knowledge of mischievous propensity in the dog. Section 18 of the 
Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867, enabled the police to seize dogs 
found in the streets not under the control of any person, and to 
detain them until claimed by the owners and expenses paid; 
enabled the commissioner of police (o issue muzzling orders; 
enabled the commissioner to cause dogs seized by the police to be sold 
or destroyed if not claimed for three days; and enabled a magistrate 
to order the destruction of any dog which had bitten or attempted to 
bite any person within the metropolis. The Dogs Act, 1871, made 
similar provisions for the country generally. e power of seizure 
was applied to savage or dangerous dogs straying on any highway ; 
a court of summary jurisdiction was empowered, on complaint that a 
dog was dangerous and not kept under proper control, to order it to 
be kept under proper control or destroyed; and a local authority was 
empowered, where a mad dog or suspected mad dog was found 
within their jurisdiction, to place restrictions on all dogs not under 
control (section 3), The above enactments, as well as other enactments 
applying solely to Scotland or Ireland, are proposed to be repealed by 
the Bill, and their substance, except apparently section 3 of the Act of 
1871, is re-enacted. Clause 1 confers on the police power to seize and 
detain any dog found in a highway or place of public resort which 
they have reason to believe is a stray dog. If it wearsa collar b 
which the owner can be identified, notice of the seizure must be serv 
onhim. After three days the dog may be sold or destroyed. A dog 
so seized must be properly fed and maintained at the expense of his 
owner, or, failing recovery from the owner, at the expense of the 
police fund, which also profits by the proceeds of any sale of dogs. 
Among the thirty-seven matters enumerated in section 22 of “the 
Diseases of Animals Act, 1894, with regard to which the Board of 
Agriculture may make orders, are ‘‘ the prescribing and regulating 
the muzzling of dogs and the keeping of } va under control” (xxx.), 
and ‘‘the prescribing and Pe pr nan the seizure, detention, and 
disposal (including slaughter) of stray Bes and of dogs not muzzled, 
and of dogs not being kept under control,” and the recovery of expenses 
from the owners (xxxi.). Clause 2 of the Bill proposes to include also, 
as matters with regard to which the Board of Agriculture may make 
orders, the prescribing and regulating the wearing of po be. by 
dogs with the name and address of the owner or number for identi- 
fication, and the prescribing and regulating the seizure, detention, 
and disposal (including destruction) of dogs not ing collars. 
Clause 3 re-enacte the power of a magistrate to order a 
dog to be destroyed or kept under proper control, and of the police 
to destroy dogs which are mad or have been bitten by a mad dog or 
other animal. Clause 4 re-enacts the penalties for suffering ferocious 
or mad dogs to be at large, or for inciting dogs to worry persons or 
animals, and clause 5 continues the protection of cattle or sheep. 





The Bill has been read a second time in the House of Lords, the 
Duke of Argyll putting ina plea for the extension of the time of 
grace of three days. 

Winrer GarpENs.—The Museums 
(Amendment), Bill, introduced by Lord Mzarn, defines 
garden” as ‘‘any garden under cover, of a size and design to allow 
persons to sit and walk about within it.” The Bill proposes that an 
urban authority may provide and maintain winter gardens, | 
generally do all things necessary for the provision and maintenance 
of such winter gardens; and all the powers conferred upon an urban 
authority by the Act of 1891 with regard to museums are to y to 
winter ens. pon the debate on the second reading in the 
House of Lords it was objected that as the 
with financial matters, it was not one which ought to be 
in ~ House of Lords, and the proceedings on the Bill 

n 
M  aeowessann” Costs.—The Mo ’ Costs Bill has con- 
sidered by the House of Lords Standing Committee, 
to be reported with drafting amendments only. 

Marine Lysurance.—Upon the Marine Insurance Bill coming on 
for consideration in the House of Lords’ Standing Committee, the 
Bill was, on the motion of the Lord Chancellor, referred to a sub- 
committee prior to its consideration by the Grand Committee, the 
sub-committee to consist of the Lord Chancellor, Lord Watson, Lord 
RoruscutLD, Lord Hatspury, and Lord Russet. or KILLoweEn. 

OFFICERS OF THE SUPREME CouRT.—The Supreme Court (Officers) 
Bill has, on the motion of the Home Secretary, been withdrawn. 

Marrirep Women.—The Summary Jurisdiction eh ep A doom 
Bill, introduced by Mr. ByRNz, is intended to te and 
the provisions of section 4 of the ial Causes Act, 1878, and 
the Married Women (Maintenance in Case of Desertion) Act, 1886. 
As amended by the Standing Committee on Law, the Bill 
by clause 4 that orders under the Act may be made where a husband 
has been summarily convicted of an aggravated assault on his wife ; 
where he has been convicted of an assault m her on indictment 
and has been sentenced to pay a fine of over £5, or to imprisonment 
for more than two months; where he has deserted her; and where 
he has been guilty of istent cruelty to her, or has wilfully 
neglected to provide maintenance for her and her infant children, 
and by such cruelty or neglect has caused her to leave him. In such 
cases a court of summary jurisdiction may order that 
longer bound to cohabit with her vee No § an order 
as it remains in force, will have the effect of a decree of judi 
separation on the ground of cruelty; that the legal custody of the 
children under sixteen be given to the wife; and that a weekly sum 
not exceeding £2 be paid by the husband to the wife (clause 5). 
Clause 6 declares that no order shall be made under the Act where 
the wife has committed adultery, but, on the suggestion of Sir 
Francis JEUNE, this limitation on the powers of the court has been 
restricted to cases where the husband has not condoned, or connived 
at, or by his wilful neglect or misconduct conduced to the Nema 
Clause 4, as at present drafted, is in a very inconvenient form. 
ought to be split up into paragraphs. 
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REVIEWS. 
PARISH COUNCILS, 


Tue Law RELATING TO Parisu Councits. Sgconp Epirion. By 3 
F. JenxKmn, of the Inner Temple. Knight & Co. 


Tue Parisn CounciILLoR’s GUIDE TO THE Loca GOVERNMENT AcrT, 
1894. By H. C. Ricwarps and J. P. H. Sorzr. Turep Eprrion, 
Jordan & Sons. 


The first of these two publications is one of the best, if not indeed 
the best, of the books on its subject. The ; editions of most of 
the books were issued with haste, being req promptly for the 
edacation of the electorate and of those putting the Local 
Government Act, 1894, into operation. By time, however, more 
experience has gained and more leisure has been the 
i of the various authors competing for public and pro- 
fessional favour. We may now, therefore, with fairness be more 
tne & at eee and may 
formation to given us, and as as . 
is concerned, we may say at once that we have not been 
appointed. Brey pont on whit, Ye soiek eneneeny ee Soa 
tion has been satisfactorily treated, and on many rappel Be 
culty a large amount of laborious condensation gives the reader the 
safe guide he requires. The following 
particularly well 


elaborated—the powers of the council as @ 

ration, the tanstion of dadeen, the genetiienan of oun 

ish constables, the rating of small tenements, the 

list, the county rate, allotments under the Inclosure and 





Acts, the acquiring of land, and the effect of the on 
charities. . — 
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The other book mentioned above is also for the purposes which 
it aims at, and it will no doubt continue to be a favourite with the ordi- 
nary parish councillor and with the clergy and churchmen, who are 
stated in the preface to have received the former editions favourably. 
The volume is a handy and useful compendium of the law on the 
more prominent matters affected by the Act, and is sufficient for the 
use of any who do not require the fuller information so necessary in 
the library of the busy lawyer. 





PUBLIC HEALTH. 


Tae LAW RELATING TO PusLIic HEALTH AND LocaL GOVERNMENT: 
BEING THE Posiic Heart Act, 1875, AND OTHER STATUTES 
AFFECTING District COUNCILS, WITH THE DECISIONS OF THE 
CoURTS RELATING THERETO, AND THE ORDERS, REGULATIONS, &C., 
OF THE LocaL GOVERNMENT Boarp. By the late WILLIAM 
CunNINGHAM GLEN, Barrister-at-Law, and by the Editor of the 

resent Edition. ELEVENTH EpiTion. By ALEx. GLEN, M.A., 

L.B., Barrister-at-Law. IncLUDING THE LocaAL GOVERNMENT 
Act, 1894, AND THE STATUTES AND ORDERS RELATING TO THE 
ELecTion or Disrricr Councits. By A. F. JENKIN, Barrister- 
at-Law. Knight & Co. 


This editiop of Glen on Public Health is published in two volumes 
of very convenient size. The first is occupied with the Public Health 
Act, 1875, and with the useful and carefully-prepared notes which 
are appended to the various sections. In some instances these are of 
considerable length, as in the note to section 4, which deals (inter 
alia) with the cases on the statutory definitions of ‘‘owner” and 
** street,” and in the note to section 150 on the power of the local 
authority to compel the paving and lighting-of private streets. In 
lieu of this section an urban authority may now have recourse to the 
Private Streets Works Act, 1892, a statute which is given in Vol. 2. 
The usefulness of this edition of the Act of 1875 is not a little 
increased by the style in which it has been printed. The notes as 
well as the text are in good, clear type. The index, also, which is 
bound with Vol. 1, is so printed and arranged as to furnish the great- 
est assistance to the teak to and there is no doubt that, as Mr, Glen 
says in the preface, great labour has been expended upon it. 

The quantity of matter contained in Vol. II. has necessitated the 
employment of smaller type, but the printing and arrangement still 
leave nothing to be desired. Altogether some hundred and twenty 
statutes, in whole or in part, either incorporated with or amending 
the Public Health Act, 1875, or otherwise affecting sanitary 
authorities or district councils, are collected. The editor has done 
wisely to print them in chronological order. With the assistance 
given by the index and cross-references they are more useful in this 
way than if an attempt had been made to group them according to 
subject-matter, and it is possible to refer at once to any particular 
Act simply by means of the date. The statutes include the Local 
Government Act, 1894, which has been annotated by Mr. Jenkin. 
His care and industry are illustrated by the note on highways 
appended to section 25, and that on disqualifications for parish or 

istrict councils to section 46. The latter part of Vol. II. contains 
the orders, memoranda, &c., of the Local Government Board and 
Privy Council. This edition has been very carefully and judiciously 
prepared, and will te found of the highest value in all matters 
pertaining to public health and local government. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


‘ The Statutes of Practical Utility. Arranged in Alphabetical and 

Chronological Order, with Notes and Indexes. Being the Fifth 
Edition of Chitty’s Statutes. By J. M. Lety, Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. IX.: “Partition” to ‘Privy Council.” Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDERS OF TRANSFER. 
ORDER OF CoURT. 


é Thursday, the 20th day of June, 1895. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich respectively, 
it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice 
North and Mr. Justice Stirling should be transferred to Mr. Justice 
wich ; now I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the 
several causes and matters set forth in the schedules hereto, be 
spenptiog ly transferred from the said Mr. Justice North and Mr, 
Justice Stirling to Mr. Justice Kekewich, and be marked in the cause 
books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the regis- 
trar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice. 














FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice NorTH. 
1895. 


Hunt v Gingel, Son, & Cruickshank 1894 H 4,313 April 3 

Waite v Newbury 1894 W 1,958 April 4 

Prattv Champion 1894 P 3,086 April 6 

Seaborne v Haynes Haynes v Seaborne 1894 S 4,778 April 8 

Lloyd v Nowell 1894 L 2,633 April 10 

Attorney-Gen v Guildford, Godalming, & Woking Joint Hospital 
Bo 1894 G@ 2,008 April 11 

Mackinlay v Metzler & Co ld 1894 M 920 April 11 

Ramsbotham v Fielden 1895 I 287 April 17 

eet Brewery & Bottling Co ld v Wetherley 1894 B 4,308 
April 18 

Roden v Tucker 1894 B 3,185 April 19 

North Met Ry & Canal Cov Peyton 1894 N 40 April 20 

MacBean v Pullman 1894 M 3,663 April 20 

Williams v Quebrada Ry Land and Copper Co ld 1894 W 2,766 
April 26 

Braun v Englander 1895 B 888 April 26 

Lambert v Hart 1894 L 2,437 April 27 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
1895. 


Windebank v Stride 1894 W 2,341 April 5 
Breadmore v Gifford 1894 B 5,300 April 17 
Galton v Keens 1894 G 194 April 17 
Bell v Clarke 1894 B 3,806 April 18 
Newton v Crowdy 1894 N 1,799 April 25 
Goodall v Good 1894 G 991 April 27 
Barklie v Head 1894 B 5,833 April 29 
Edgar v Jacobs 1894 E 1,376 April 30 
Spitzkop v The Spitzkop Farm Gold Co ld 1895 S 1,220 
May 4 
Kendal v Woodman 1895 K 46 May 4 
Nisbet v Great Dundas Gold Mining Co ld 1894 N_ 1,843 
May 13 
Seare Butcher 1894 E 1,538 May 15 
Dickerson v Brown 1894 D 1,543 May 16 (London Number) 
Oughton v Holland 1894 O 1,867 May 20 
Bush v Barnato Brothers 1895 B 412 May 22 
HERSCHELL, C. 





The following are the above actions placed in the order in which they 
appear in the cause-book : — 
Hunt v Gingel, Son, & Cruickshank , MacBean v Pullman 


Waite v Newbury Newton v Crowdy 
Windebank v Stride Williams v Quebrada Railway, 
Pratt v Champion Land, and Copper Uo, ld 
Seaborne v Haynes Haynes v Sea- | Braun v Englander 

borne Lambert v Hart 
Lloyd v Nowell Goodall v Goodall 


Attorney-Genl v Guildford, Godal- | Barklie v Head 
ming, and Woking Joint Hospital | Edgar v Jacobs 
oard 


B — v The Spitzkop Farm Gold 
Mackinlay v Metzler & Co, ld Co, 1 


Ramsbotham v Fielden Kendall v Woodman 

Breadmore v Gifford Nisbet v Great Dunda. Gold Mining 
Galton v Keens Co, ld 

Barrett’s Brewery and Bottling Co, | Evans v Butcher 


ld v Wetherley Dickerson v Brown 
Bell v Clarke Oughton v Holland 
Browne v Tucker Bush v Barnato Brothers 





North ry Railway and 
Canal Co v Peyton 


COUNTY COURT FEES. 


ge ap es of the powers given by the County Courts Acts, and 
of other powers enabling Us in this behalf, We the undersigned, 

ing two of the Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury, do 
hereby, with the consent of the Lord Chancellor, order that, on and 
after the Ist of June, 1895, the following alterations shall take effect 
in our Order relating to Court Fees of the 1st of January, 1889, viz. : 
m.! 18 6 (** For every hearing”) the following words shall 





‘* Where before an action or matter i m for trial, or in 
openi case when on, the p i ny pa 
SPs chain the hearin D Too shall be 
ment, y therein the amoun any 
otherwise admitted by the defendant.” 


In paragraph 7 (‘‘ In a!! cases, &.””) the following words shall be 
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inserted between the words “‘ claim ’”’ and “‘ one” in the second line, 
viz. :-— 





‘*or where the Judge or Registrar accepts a letter addressed 
to the Court as an admission of the claim. 
P p e hearing fee on interpleader”’) shall read as 
follows :— 


‘* The Hari fee on late rp eden shall _be bp by the 
claimant, an a estima on the amount o @ money in 
Court or in the hands of the Sheriff, or the assessed value of the 
goods claimed, or, if such value has Dot been assessed, the value 


put upon them by the claimant, plus in either case the amount 
of the damages (if any) claimed snd the Judge af the Rearing 
4 shall direct by whom such fee shall . re. 
ign 





. FERGUSON. 


3rd May, 1895. W. McARTHUR. 


I approve, 
(Signed) ERSCHELL, C, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Divisicn. 
Re RUCK’S TRUSTS—North, J., 22nd June. 


Practice—PayMENtT ovuT uNDER Lanps Oxavusges Consotipation Act— 
Costs or IncumBRANCERS APPEARING TO CoNSENT—PETITIONERS AND 
Morrtcacor Empioyine THe same Soniciror. 


tition by trustees for payment out of court of 













Pe aid in under the 
ublic Health o : ati 1845 
respect of lan en by a local board. Prior to the compulsory ee 
and payment into court the trustees had created incumbrances upon th 


property by way of first and second mortgages. The petition had been 
served on both sets of mortgagees, who consented to the peyment out to 
the petitioners, there being ample moneys in the of the ees to 
satiaty the mortgages, independently of the fund in court. At the time 


of eervice no costs were tendered to the mortgegees, but the 
eppear upon Tie in for the purpose of conse 
thereto. e local board objected to pay the costs incurred by the 


mortgagees’ appearance and contended that, in respect of these costs, the 
utmost that the court ought to allow against the board was thirty 
shillings and the cost of an affidavit of service (Seton 5th ed., p. 2041 and 
the cases there cited). 

Nortn, J., after referring to Re Halstead United Charities (L. R. 20 Eq. 
48), Re Gore Langton’s Estates (L. R. 10 Ch. 328), Re Artizans’ and 
Labourers’ Dwellings Improvement Act, 1875 (14 Ch. D. 624), and Re Olive’s 
Es‘ate (44 Ch. VD. 316), ‘upheld the objection, and in respect of the 
mortgagees’ costs, only allowed the petitioners the sum of thirty sbillings 
and the costs of the affidavit of service, observing that these costs should 
have been tendered to the mortgagees upon service of the petition. The 
mortgagecs would be entitled to add their costs to their security, and any 
quéstion 4s arising from the fact that the petitioners and the 
second mortgagees employed the same solicitor would have to be dealt 
with by the taxing master.—CovunseL, Badcock, A. Frere, Dighton Pollock, 
and C. FE. E. Jenkins. Souicrrors, Hunters § Haynes; Milne § Miine ; 
Thomas D. Pettiver. 

[Reported by R. Siem, Barrister-at-Law. ] 








In the Matter of A SOLICITOR OF THE SUPREME COURT—North, J., 21st 
June. 


Contempt—Writ or ATTAcHMENT—Svunsequsnt ARRANGEMENT—INTER- 
FERENCE WITH THE Process or THE CourntT—VAtipity or Writ—Le&cGaLity 
or ARREST. 


Motion for the discharge - a plicit or, who been attached for non- 
complia ith an order of the court directin a sum of 
ee 3s. 3d., being moneys found by the taxing master's certificate fo 

ue from him toa company for which he had acted as collector. The 
writ of attachment was issued on the 26th of April, 1895, but_was to lie in 
the office for a week ; it directed the sheriff to arrest the solicitor, and en- 
dorsed upon it was a memorandum, stating that the writ was issued ‘‘ pur- 
suant to an order of the court for such default as was therein mentioned 
being a default in payment of oy if The writ was lodged with the 
sheriff on the 4th of May. On the 9th of May the solicitor’s wife saw one 
of the company’s directore, who, on her urgent appeal, gp that if her 
husband paid something on account, fourteen days should be given him in 
which to pay the balance, and in the meantime the sheriff would be told 
to hold his hand. On the same day the debtor paid £25, and notice of the 
—— was given to the sheriff. The debtor failed to pay the balance 

fore the expiration of the fourteen days, and a further four days’ 
grace was given to him. The money was not paid, and eventually the 
sheriff executed his writ and arreeted the debtor on the 14th of June. The 
debtor now moved that th ght be set aside, and | 















Gal tar tecervmmmtssaad Senctecens contend ok on tad bei 
that the ie constituted such an interference 
with the 

that his arrest 


terms of the original o that the writ was no longer , and 
was consequently illegal: Harvey v. Hal} (L. R. 16 Eq. 324, 


Norrn, J., refused to make an order for the of the ; 
being of opinion that Harvey v. Hall did not ~~ omy 


for attachment were uent to 
Ges penstan shcoese te te dees eee ah Ga Eee oe 
arrangement. The sheriff was bound to execute the that 


between 
to the 


Del 
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4 















oblig ; on dismissed With coste.—Counszt, 

ith, Q.0., and t; Swinfen Eady, Q.0., and W. A. Peck ; 
Stewart Smith, Sortcrrons, Prince ¢ Plumbridge; Norman C. Barraclough : 
Palmer § Bull, for Upperton § Bacon, Brighton. 


Reported by R. S1iiem, Barrister-at-Law, 


THE SIXTH WEST KENT MUTUAL PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY 
v. SHOVE AND OTHERS—Stirling, J., 19th June. 


Burtprixe Socrery—Aursration in Rutas—Vauiprry. 


pera 7 case for the opinion of the court on the following 
en ae regards peat phat payment of i 
referential as as nterest. 
2) Whether a new rule, No. 96 nection 89, was ulird vires or otherwise 
invalid. (3) In what priority the plaintiff society 
drawn shares. The was on the 1 


October, 1889, it was as a permanent a e society 
had issued three {classes of shares, styled respectively ““A’’ “B” and 
“©.” The‘ A” and “'B’’ were both subscription shares, and for the 
urposes of this special case could be regarded as on the same footing. 
e ‘*O”’ shares, however, were issued under rule 5, section 22, of the 
society’s rules, which was in the following terms :—‘‘ The directors shall 


have power to issue preferential to be ted “‘C ”’ shares in 
acco: ce with the fo! :— This is to certify that 


is the proprietor of ‘*C”’ s of £100 each . . . which shares 
an cliher be vinientn Be eS ae - of three 
calendar months’ previous notice in provided the shares shall have 


been in existence twelve months event of notice by the 
proprietor will be paid out of the with the 
other £100 ‘‘C’’ shares in order of priority of notice to withdraw the 
same.’’’? About the month of October, 1889, rule 26, section 89, of the 
societies rules was cancelled and a new rule substituted as follows :— 
“* After the 3lst of December, 1890, no further advances shall be made 
upon shares then existing. From and after the passing of this rule the 
withdrawal of shares—other_than ‘‘C”’’ shares—by priority of notice 
shall cease and_all fun repayment of advances, from 
realization of properties in possession or any other source, shall be 
applied as follows, first to the expenses of maintenance and the ’s 
salary, the payment of capital and interest upon ‘OC’ shares, and 
remainder pro raté to the a from time to time of the subscriptions 
standing to the credit of the holders of unadvanced shares until the total 
assets of the society have been realized and distributed.’’ Since then there 
had been no new members admitted to the society nor had business 
been transacted other than the realization, &c., of the assets of 
In October, 1889, the society, after discharging all its liabilities to non- 
members, found itself unable to meet in full the claims of withdra 
members without having recourse to thore rules which provided for the 
contribution of members when the profits were not t to meet 
expense or loss. It consequentl, necessary, the assets of the 
society being insufficient to pay the members in full, to ascertain the 
rights of the holders of ‘‘C”’ shares. 








Ht 


Srieiine, J., said that he was of opinion that the within that 
of In ve The Sunderland Building Society (38 W. R. 509, 24Q. B. D. 395), and 
that The cerlicats Gave WO THe” shares a priority over the “A and 


‘*B’’ shares in respect of interest, and also in t of ital where , 
notice of withdrawal had been n, but where no sotios oj withdrawal 
had been given the **C”’ to 

so far as the interest was concerned. The new rule must be read 


: 


able, and that in fact tte rule was directed to a realization of 
That being the case the society had no power to 


5 
¢ 


which would be to ee the ts of the “‘A”’ and 
under their contract. society in 
making such a rule, had it been to a business, but clearly 
_— not so peace her bis lordship based judgment on the int 
that th was & up. 

= given notice of withdrawal, were 


old 
referential only as regards payment of interest.—Counset, J. Ashton 
Sods; A. Terrell; Duka, Sortcrrons, W. Bristow ; Lumley ¢ Lumley. 


[Reported by Anrnur Morton, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re MASKELL & GOLDFINCH’S CONTRACT—20th June, Stirling, J. 
VENDOR AND PurcHASER—GAVELKIND—ENFEOFFMENT BY InrANT—Lwsurri- 








certain real estate de between or 

Edward Goldfinch the other part and dated the 24th of October, 1 

had shewn such a title as the purchaser could be compelled to acc The 
) aWiec! 


erty, the sud of the sale, was situat 
Fin tenure, and was until the 28th of A 








21 W. R. 733). 


H Carr, who died intestate on that 
cont hen otireibiing: Two of these said three sons were infants. 
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ing to the custom of gavelkind the three sons became equally entitled to | title. I also 
take: 


the — lect to the dower of the widow. On the 20th of Novem- 
1893, and the eldest son, as beneficial owners, conveyed 
their respective shares and interests in the property to the plaintiff, and 
ia the deed of conveyance it was recited that the widow and her three sons 
had agreed with the plaintiff for the sale to him of the said property for 
the sum of £750, that two of the said three sons were still infants, and that 
it had therefore been agreed that they should convey their shares of the 
ww meme by feoffments, that the purchase-money (i.e , £750) 
been apportioned as to £375 to the widow and as to £125 to the eldest 
son, and the said conveyance was expressed to be made in consideration 
f these said sums paid to the widow and the eldest son aforesaid. 
two infants, one was over and one was under the age of fifteen at the 
date of the contract, and it was arranged that, as soon as the younger of 
the two attained that age, they should assure their shares to the plaintiff 
by feoffment, which was duly effected on the 5th of December, 1893, by 
of enfeoffment under the custom of gavelkind, the consideration 
money in each case being £125. On the 24th of October, 1894, the plain- 
agreed to sell the said property to the defendant, who made the 
foll6wing requisition :—‘‘ Upon what basis was the purchase money ap- 
portioned by the conveyance of the 20th of November, 1893, and the 
eoffments of the 5th of December, 1893? Mrs. Ruth Carr’s dower would 
only consist of a moiety for life while chaste and unmarried. Upon what 
principle does she receive a moiety of the purchase money?’’ The 
answer to this requisition was as follows: ‘‘It was so decided at the 
desire of the sons who wished to deal liberally with their mother.”’ 
The pF pan 5 sons were still infants at the date of the issue of the writ 
and would not be of age for some years. They and their mother had gone 
to Russia, where they resided. The purchaser refused to accept the 
vendor's title, on the ground that the widow had received more of the 
sama ag” money than she was entitled to, and that the consent of the 
nfants thereto was not binding and might be withdrawn on their attain- 
ing their majority. This summons was taken out by the vendor, who 
sought a declaration that the fee simple in the shares of the two infants in 
the property in question had been conveyed to and absolutely vested in 
him (the vendor) by the charters of feoffment aforesaid and the liveries 
of tcisin in accordance therewith. 


Sriauina, J., after stating the facts, delivered judgment as follows :— 
In my judgment the requisition of the purchaser is well founded. The 
question for me to decide is whether or not the purchaser’s objection is 
valid, and it seems to me that it is. The question is one of gavelkind law, 
and such points do not arise very often. Counsel have put before me 
extracts from Davidson’s Precedents in Conveyancing, which state the 
law applicabie to the subject, and they have asked me to decide the matter 
on that basis, they being content to accept the statements in question as 
correct. I see no reason why those statements should not be accepted, so 
far as they are material, as a correct stetement of the law. It is there 
laid down : ‘‘ Every one of the age of fifteen years holding or claiming to 
hold any lands in gavelkind may give (by way of sale) his land of which 
he is as lawfully and freely as any other person of the age of twenty- 
one years his foreign tenures, which are held by knight’s service.’’ ‘'The 
later resolutions and practice have added the following reasonable and 
proper restrictions to this customary alienation:—that it must be b 
fetter, and the livery of seisin must be propria manu of the infant, an 

by the letter Of attorney, nor does the custom extend to any other 
conveyance or assurance, for it shall be taken strictly . . .” “‘Itis 
said that the custom extends only to sales for a valuable consideration, 
it must be evidenced by a deed or writing signed by the infant’s own 
hand, and at the time of the feoffment the infant must be in the actual 
possession of the land.”” ‘‘It would seem that an infant, as he cannot 
execute a release, cannot give a valid receipt for the purchase-money ; for 
the general practice is to add to the memorandum of livery of seisin an 
attestation that the consideration-money was paid to the infant instead of 
indorsing a receipt for it, but although a purchaser may, with- 
out riek, pay the money to the infant, it is often advisable, for 
the t’s sake, that the purchaser should require it to be invested in the 
funds in the names of trustees, or even in the infant’s name, until he 
attains twenty-one, and usually there is no difficulty io prevailing on the 
vendor to adopt this course.’’ To this statement of the law must be added 
the statement in Bacon’s Abridgement which has been read to me by the 
learned counsel. ‘‘ The liberty of selling was allowed at the age of fifteen 
for the convenience and necessity af commerce, which, in these small 
divided shares, was absolutely necessary, yet it was allowed under such 
limitations and restrictions that the infant could not be wronged or im- 
upon; therefore an infant that sells must have a valuable considera- 
because otherwise it is a plain sign that he was defrauded.’’ Now 
it is contended that on the facts of the case there is evidence that the 
infants have been wronged and imposed upon. 
established. The mother took one-half of the purchase-money, which, 
on the face of the matter, is clearly more than she was entitled to. It is 
further said that the mother was the guardian of the infants, and was in 
a fiduciary position in regard to them. That makes the matter worse. 
% being so, it seems to me that the infants are entitled under the con- 
tract to g greate © hase-money than they have received, 
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of mad ra tities as a purchaser can be compelled to accept, 
because it is that when the infants attain twenty-one they may 
assert some with ao to the purchase-money received by their 
mother. Therefore I the requisition is well founded. I make a 


declaration that the haser’s pny has not been sufficiently com- 
with, and I the plaintiff to pay the costs down to the present 
, but reserve liberty to him to apply in case he can make out a good 
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[Reported by Anraur Morrow, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
GREATOREX & CO. v. SHACKLE—24th June. 


AvcTIONgER—Commission—Sgpanate CLAIMS IN RESPECT OF THE SALB 0} 
THE sAME House ny TWO AUCTIONEERS—‘' OpPposING OR CONFLICTING 
Criaims ’’—InrgerpLeapEr—County Covrt Rvuvzs, 1889, Orn. 27, x. 13. 


Appeal from the Marylebone County Court (his Honour Judge Stonor). 
The action was brought by the plaintiffs, a firm of auctioneers and estate 
agents, to recover £35 for commission upon the sale of the defendant’s 
house to a purchaser who had been introduced by the plaintiffs. In 
November, 1893, the defendant placed the house on the plaintiffs’ books 
for sale, and in the following February the plaintiffs introduced a Mrs. 
Ricketts as a probable purchaser, but, after some negotiation, the offer 
made by Mrs. Ricketts was withdrawn. In March, 1894, the defendant 
wrute to the plaintiffs withdrawing the house from their books, and 
instructed Messrs. Walion & Lee to sell the house. Messrs. Walton & 
Lee, after an abortive attempt to sell the house by auction, received an 
offer (in June, 1894) from a firm of solicitors to purchase the house on 
behalf of a client, and in the following November a contract was entered 
into, the purchaser being Mrs. Ricketts, the same person whom the plain- 
tiffs had originally introduced. The defendant agreed with Messrs. 
Walton & Lee that their charges should be £25. After the action by the 
plaintiffs had been commenced the defendant paid £25 into court, and 
obtained a summons calling upon Messrs. Walton & Lee to appear at the 
trial, on the ground that they claimed the subject-matter of the action. 
The summons was issued under the County Court Rules, 1889, ord. 27, r. 
13, which provides that where the defendant in an action for debt, &c., 
‘*has had notice of any other opposing or conflicting claims to such debt, 


&c., he may, within five days of the service of the summons, apply to the 
re {tray Tors SUMMON UpMinse—. the pert person making such con- 
fleeing Claim, and bbe registrar shall thassapoa Tamia an tnlerpleader 
summons . . . and upon the return day of such summons the judge 
shall hear the case of the defendant and of the plaintiff in the action, and 
alsoofthe . . . person making such opposing or conflicting claim, 
and shall give such judgment therein as shall finally determine the rights 
and claims of all parties as if the same had been an ordinary action into 
which a third party had been introduced by counter-claim.’’ At the 
hearing, on May 7 and 10, 1895, counsel for the plaintiffs objected to the 
summons, and the county court judge decided against its validity, and 
discharged Messrs. Walton & Lee from the action, with costs, to be paid 
by the defendant; he also gave judgment for the plaintiffs for the amount 


ought to have been adiudicated upon as a party to the issue.’’ The 

county court judge was of opinion that the case fell within the 89th sec- 

tion of the Judicature Act, 1883, and order 57 of the Rules of the Supreme 

Court, and ord. 27, r. 13, of the County Court Rules,. and ordered a new 

trial and hearing of the action and interpleader summons. The plaintiffs 
nd Messrs. Walton & Lee appealed. 


Tus Covrr (Wi11s and Wrtcur, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


Wus, J.—In this case a series of mistakes have been made in the 
county court. The action was brought by Messrs. Greatorex & Co. to 
recover a sum for commission in respect of a sale of the defendant's house 
effected by them. Messrs. Walton & Lee also claimed a sum in respect 
of the sale by them of the same property. The defendant applied ct 
parte for an interpleader summons against Messrs. Walton & Lee, and 
abtained Te The Action and the interpleader summons came on for hear- 
ing together, and objection was taken on behalf of Messrs. Walton & Lee 
that the interpleader order was made without jurisdiction. The judge 
came to the conclusion that that was so, and discharged Messrs. Walton & 
Lee from the action, with costs, to be paid by the defendant. I think 
that that order was right. On the trial of the action between Greatorex 
& Co. and the defendant, judgment was given for the plaintiffs. The 
defendant then applied for a new trial on what appears to me very insufli- 
cient grounds. The judge ordered a new trial, on the ground that the 
case fell within section 89 of the Judicature Act, 1883, and order 57 of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, and ord. 27, r. 13, of the County Court 
Rules; but he had already decided that the two claims were not in respect 
of the same subject-matter, and he had found for the plaintiffs on their 
‘claim. Iam of opinion that he had no jurisdiction, under the circum- 
stances, to grant a new trial, and that his order must, therefore, be set 
aside. 


Waricut, J.—I am of the same opinion, It is clear that the enactments 
relied on by the county court judge have no 2 emg to the present 
case. He seems to think that wherever two auctioneers claim commission 
in t of the sale of the same house the matter is one for interpleader. 
That te not so. In here ing or conflicting claims 
adveree to each othe aims to different sums of 

s " ore, on the fore the learned judge, 
fe had no power to order a new trial. Appeal allowed.—CovunszL, Moyses ; 
Cagney ; Ernest Pollock. Sotscrrons, Albert Myers; Arthur Cayley; Bell, 
Brodrick, § Gray. 








(Reported by T. B.C. Ditx, Barrister-at-Law.] 





claimed. The defendant moved for a new trial, upon the grounds 
(amongst others) that a Claim of the claimants (Messrs. Walton & Lee) | 






— 


= © &.& A> b&. Oh SP OP oe ate at wt ob tt oO. oe ot ob ae. oe @ 6. oe 8 oe em oe oe 


wrt ce? Ph tht oe ct OH 


o 


mM om «2 os OO et ee Oo et ct Ofte + 6D RH OD 









13. 


r). 
ate 


In 
»ks 
rs. 
ter 
int 
nd 


an 
on 
red 
in- 
rs. 
the 
nd 


on. 


bt, 
she 
mn- 
ler 
ize 
nd 
m, 
hts 
ato 
the 


the 


aid 
int 
ids 
ee) 
‘he 
‘Ce 
me 
ew 
iffs 


set 


ots 


on 
er. 
ms 
ge, 


“F 


ell, 












—_— 






June 29, 1895. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





[Vol. 39.] 603 








KERSHAW v. TAYLOR—17th June. 
Merrorouis Manacsment Acts—Nvuisance—Dramn—Sewer. 


This was a . The 
respondent was summoned by the appellant, a sanitary inspector, for that 
there existed at the respondent’s premises, known as ‘‘ Avon,’’ Tanker- 
ville-road, Streatham, by reason of the default of the r t, a 
nuisance—namely, a foul and defective combined drain and house drains 
connected therewith. The respondent’s house was built in 1887 by a Mr. 
Gatfield. Previously to its being bui!t Gatfield gave notice to the local 
board of his intention to build six semi-detached houses in Tankerville- 
road, and attached to the notice was a plan of the proposed system of 
drainage, which shewed that each pair of houses was Tatended to use one 
drain. On the 31st of August, 1887, the board a resolution 

| spproving the plan, and the building of - 
j cee with by Gatfield, and shortly after completed. At a subsequent 
date the respondent acquired ‘‘ Avon,’’ one of the six houses. In October, 
1894, a nuisance was found to cxist at the house ‘‘ Avon’ owing to defec- 
tive drainage, and the appellant served the respondent with formal notice 
requiring him to abate the nuisance. The respondent had the ground 
opened for the purpose of complying with the notice, and it was then 
discovered by him for the first time that his house and three of the other 
| houses built by Gatfield all drained into one drain. The respondent 
thereupon refused to-proceed with repairing the drain beyond the point 
where it received the drainage of the other houses, on the ground that it 
was arewer. A further notice having been served upon the respondent 
and not complied with, the present summons was taken out. By the 
Metropolis ement Act, 1855, the duty of repairing sewers lies on 
| the sanitary eat erIty- that of repairing drains on the house-owner; and 
by the same Act a drain which, without an order of the sanitary authority 
in that behalf, drains more than one house is a sewer. It was contended 
for the appellant that the resolution of the local board of the 3lst of 
August, 1887, was an order authorizing a combined system of drainage. 
On behalf of the respondent it was contended that there had been no 
such order as suggested, and that, even if there had been, the system of 
drainage executed by the builder had not been approved 7 = board, 
and that the drain in question was a sewer. The magistrate dismissed the 
summons, subject to this case. 

Tue Court (Waicur and Kznnepy, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wruicnt, J., said that the sanitary authority had no remedy against the 
respondent. If it had been known at the time what the builder was 
doing, there would have been a remedy against him under section 73 of 
the Act of 1855, and if he could be found now he could be dealt with 
under section 83 for having improperly made or altered a drain. The 
preeent application against the respondent had been made under a section 
which only applied to drains, whereas it was clear that this was a sewer. 
There was no ground for the contention that the respondent was estopped 
from saying that it was a sewer. There was no pretence for saying that 
the respondent had been a party to any representations made by his 
a pomagen the builder, and, as a matter of fact, no such tations 

ad been made. The builder had only improperly constructed the drain 
in such a way that it became a sewer. 

Kennepy, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counss., Channell, Q.C. 

and Earle; R. M. Brav. Sottcrrors, Young ¢ Sons ; Griffinhoofe § Brewster. 
[Reported by F. O. Rosiysow, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re NOTTAGE, JONES v. PALMER—Kekewich, J., 23rd May. 


Cuarrry—Gutrt to Yacut Civup To provipg A Cup—Morrmain anp CHAni- 
TABLE Uses Act, 1888 (51 & &2 Vicr. c. 42), s. 13. 


The testator in this caee by his will, in addition to other legacies, made 
a bequest in the following terms:—‘‘I bequeath to the Yacht Racing 
Association of Great Britain, out of such part of my estate as may be 
legally bequeathed for such a purpose, the sum of £2,000, the same to be 
invested in the names of three trustees to be approved of by the council of 
the said association; . . . and I direct that the trustees to be. so 
appointed as aforesaid shall, out of the annual tncome of the trust fund, 
p ase abnually a cup, O) Pp, WwW is to be 
gi stul yacht o e season of over nineteen rating ; 
. . . the council of the said association shall decide annually which 
yacht has, in their opinion, the best claim to the cup, and in the event of 
there being any difference of opinion . . . the said courcil may, if they 
think fit, order the said cup to be specially raced for. My object in giving 
this cup is to encourage the eport of yacht racing ; and I declare that, in the 
event of the Yacht Racing Association being dissolved or rents ne ener the 
trustees of the said fund shal) pay and make over the same tot trustees 
to be appointed by the council or committee of the Royal Thames Yacht 
Club, by whom the said fund shall be held upon trust to those 
hereinbefore declared with regard to the purchase of a cup to be called 
** The Nottage Cup.” — the question coming on for ent as to 
whether this gift was valid, it was contended on behaif of the Yacht 
Racing Arsociation that the gift, while possibly not a charity within the 
words of the Statute of Elizabeth, was, nevertheless a pee A in a legal 
sense falling within the fourth main division of the definition of ‘‘ charity ’’ 
given by Lord Macnaughten in the Moravian case in the House of Lords, 
Commissioners, §c., of the Income Tax v. Pemsel (1891, A. C. 531 (gee p. 583), 


— 


40 W. R. Dig. 217). 


Against this it was contended that the 
being merely for the 
constitute a charity, al 


of waite peal yacht- x a at 
benefit the a ie. wer a Se. 


Kexewicu, 7, cal thas €6 woe ONS voey suatiieatte wants Bet toa 
himself compelled to hold that this was not a good gift in law. By the 
terms of the gift it was clearly shown that tne testator intended the annual 
dividends of the fund to be t ty: pels pbabe raed? upton 
a cup which was to be presented ann ever, and consequently must 
fail, unless it could be shown that the object was a “‘ charitable” one. 


On that point—whether or no the gift was a charitable one—his lordship 
ae d na iethe be ildi f may the ier pore ph nag 
yond all question the building 0’ employment of a 

number of persons in and Fab gt ged 
advantage, and that the gift so far came within the words used by Lord 
Macnaghten in The issi ° Income , in the 
House of Lords, as ge ‘for to the com- 
munity.’’ Anything which promoted the mari infl of England mus 
be for the benefit of the community, and therefore, if his lordship could 

his way to holding that such benefit to the community direct ob 


was the 
of this gift, he thought he would be right in holding it to be “ ad 
just as Romer, J., had, in the recent case of Ait y. 
Campbell (42 W. R. 647; 1894, 3 Oh. 265) held a #ime to 
so to be, not because such a force cam? within 
but because they were directly beneficial to the 
could his lordship say that the object of this to 
thecommunity? The testator’s object here was, in his own words, ‘‘ to 
encourage the sport of yacht-racing,”’ the fact that for yacht-racing 
— must be built and work given to a large number dy oy in their 
ilding and sailing, though an indirect result, was the 
direct and immediate object. That being eo, his 
hold that a gift for the encouragement of t-racing was 
community in the sense in which t phrase was 
M hten and the other learned ee The 
was not the direct necessary t ~ i 
’ 


say at, ’ 

that it was beneficial in such a sense as to constitute a charity, and there- 
fore the gift failed.—Counset, Warrington, Q.0., and Kenyon Parker ; 
Patiullo, Freeman, Peek, and Faweus, for other parties. Soxrcrrons, Lake ¢ 
Lake ; Neish, Howell, § Mucfarlane. 


(Reported by C. C. Hexsiey, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Winding-up Cases. 
HERBERT STANDRING & 00. (LIM.}—Vanghan Williams, J., 22nd 
y- 


Company —Wriypinc up—Pestirronine Creprrors’ Dest—Smaiurnss or Dent 
—Costs—Companies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 79, 80, 82. 


The above-named company was incorporated in March, 1894, as a 
company limited by shares. The nominal capital of the company was 
£4,256, divided into 5,006 shares of 1s. each 400 £10 debentures. The 
petition alleged that 5,000 of the shares were issued as fully paid 
up to one person, and the remaining six Is. shares to eix other 
persons, and that the 400 debentures were also issued. The petition 
was a creditor’s petition for —— up by the court, ont. that 
the company was indebted to the —— in the sum of £11 Or. 
for balance of an account re for the price of supplied and 
delivered ; that on or about the 13th of March, 1895, com- 
menced an action in the Mayor’s Court, London, for 
the recovery of the ssid sum of £11 Os. 5d.; 1 
appear to the plaint, and on the 23rd of March the 
recovered judgment for £11 0s. 5d. and £2 5s. 2d. costs, 
dgment for the purp f execution into the High 
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that the company it was in @ prosperous con- 
dition and quite able to debts. The following cases were referred 
to: Yate Collieries Co. (WN., 1883, p. 171), The London and Dirminghem 
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Alkali Co. (1 De G. F. & J. 257), and Re Milford Docks Co. (31 W. R. 715, 

23 Ch. D. 292). The petition stood over for a week on an offer by the 
company to pay the petitioners’ debt and out of pocket expenses, 

Vavoenan Wiis, J., saying that jf in ure petitions for winding 

esented for such small debts as the debt in the present casé, fe 

shdule he should make an order without costs.— 

ayton; Gore Browne. Soricrrors, McKenna § Co. ; Desborough, 









{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxez, Barrister-at-Law. j 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
ANNUAL FEstTIVvVAL., 


The thirty-fifth Anniversary Festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association was held on Friday the 21st, at the Hotel Métropole, Sir Richard 
Nicholson, presiding. Among the guests were Lord Justice A. L. Smith, 
Mr. R. Mc Fullarton, Q.C., Mr. John Hunter (President of the Incor- 
Spare Law Society, U.K.), Mr. H. C. Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford, Chairman of 

yard of Directors), Mr. R. Pennington, J P., Mr. Alderman Beachcroft, 
L.O.C., Mr. G. Pallen, (President Manchester Incorporated Law Associa- 
tion), Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, Mr. Gray Hill (Liverpool), Mr. J. T. 
Atkinson (President Yorkshire Law Society), Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Samuel 
Harris (Leicester), Mr. F. T. Woolbert, Mr. F. P. Morrell (Oxford), Mr. 
F. W. Imbert-Terry, Mr, Stanley Chapman, M.C.C., Mr. Godfrey Rhodes 
(President Halifax Law Soziety), Mr. J. V. Musgrave, Mr. W. Beriah Brook 
Mr. A. G. Taylor (President Derby Law Society), Mr. Bourchier F. 
Hawksley, Mr. A. J. Beauchamp (President Worcester Law Society), Mr. H. 
Morton Cotton, Mr. W. F. Blandy (Reading), Major Gundry, R.A, Mr. 
‘1. J. Pitfield, Mr. M. Rawlins, Mr. Grantham R, Dodd, Mr. Augustus 
Helder (Whitehaven), Mr. R. L. Allen, Mr. F. W. Sturley, Mr. R. W. 
I'weedie, Mr. Henry Atlee, Mr. C. W. Sawbridge, Mr. T. Llanwarne (Here- 
fo-d), Mr. W. J. Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. R. L. Devonshire, Mr. F. K. 
Metcalfe, Mr. C. Gasquet, Mr. Harry Woodward, Mr. R. W. Dibdin, Mr. 
R. L. Falford, Mr. J. E. Stephenson, Mr. J. L. Johnson (Liverpool), Mr. 
J A. Nicholson (York), Mr. G. R. Burn, Mr. A. J. Harris, Mr. J. A. Collins, 
Mr. M. A. Tweedie, Mr. John Shaw, Mr. W. Smail, Mr. E. Pye-Smith, 
Me. G. L. Stewart 

The loyal toasts having been given from the chair, 


The Cuaraman proposed “The Bench and the Bar.’’ He remarked that 
the Lord Chancellor had said on a recent festive occasion that the bench 
were the inheritors of a great tradition. The confidence of the public in the 
judges had become an increased quantity ; they felt that the judges were 
men of high attainments, men of the highest probity, who sought to do 
right to aJl manner of men without fear or favour or affectation. ‘That was 
the opinion of the public, and that, he thought, was the opinion which 
solicitors, who were fairly good judges, endorsed in every way. No doubt 
thay sometimes thought that judgments were not exactly those which should 
have been given ; but then they could go to the Court of Appeal, amongst 
the members of which was their distinguished guest, Lord Justice A. L. 
Smith, and they felt that they would have an upright judgment, however 
much they might dislike a judgment given upon the facts and law of the 
case; and then those who were satiated with a desire for litigation were very 
often content with whatever they got in the Court of Appeal. But there 
were certain gentlemen who, in the interest of their clients, thought it better 
go to the higher court, the House of Lords, and there, no doubt, they got 
the judgment of very eminent law lords, which might, or might not, satisfy 
them. At all events, it could not but be said that justice in this country 
was thoroughly thrashed out. He had no doubt there were many members 
of the profession somewhat dissatified with the present position of business. 
It especially affected those who practised in the Common Law Courts, and 
was, he thought, to be attributed to the diminished trade of the country. 
With the toast was associated the name of Lord Justice Smith, who, in his 

tion as Lord Justice, had eclipsed his great popularity when at tno bar 

y the able way in which he had discharged his duties as Lord Justice. 

The bar contained within it men as able to fill the positions which were in 

prospect before them as they had been filled in the past. He was on» of 

those who believed that there were as good fish in the sea as ever were 

out of it ; and the same qualities which had brought men to the front 

in past would prevail in the future. He did not at all look forward to 

the time when the bench would not be filled by as able men as had filled it 
hitherto. 

Lord Justice A. L. Surrx responded for the Bench. He said he had 
accepted the invitation to be present with great pleasure, because he knew 
that by coming there he would meet some of his old friends and acquaint- 
ances to whom he owed a debt of gratitude he could never pay. If it had 
not been for them he would not have been in the ition he now 
occupied. He admitted it was some time since they pented —tevsive years — 
but, although they were parted, he had never forgotten them, and he could 
not help saying s0, because it had been said that when a man was put upon 
the bench he crossed the River Lethe and left his boat behind him. He had 
striven with all his might and main to dam that river, and he had found 
himeelf absolutely defeated. He would tell them the reason. He had been 
twelve years on the bench, and ought to be able to tell them the judge’s 
life was about as monotonous a life as a man could live. Every morning, 
excepting the Long Vacation, barring Christmas, Whitsuntide, and Easter, 
he had to go down to the court, when he was at once put into a band- 
box with ushers and so on around him, the door was locked, and he was put 
on the bench, and he was allowed to say nothing unless it was pertinent to the 











case, and as to what was going on in the world around he knew absolutely 
nothing. During those five and a half hours when he was boxed in the court, 
murder might go on in the next court, and he would read it in the evening 
papers. At four o'clock he was turned out, the sweepers of the Royal Courts 
of Justice came in, and, if he wished to stay for an hour to look at some 

pers, he would find a man come in wearing his apron, and say, ‘‘ My Lord, 

am very sorry.” He was expected to be e, and he was gone shortly 
after four. He wanted to point out why the River Lethe runs. The judge 
was put into such a different curriculum to that of his old friends that they 
never met, He did not meet them going down in the morning, he could not 
meet them during the day, and at four o’clock when the judge went home— 
it was not always to rest, but sometimes to work—the men whom he did 
know were not on the same road and going thesame way. The only persons 
he did meet were Her Majesty's judges. ell, one pr ? see too much, even 
of ajudge. That was the reason why he had said that by all means he 
would come there to meet his old friends who were sitting close to him. 
During these twelve years he had not lost his keenness for the profession of 
the law. He might be allowed to say that the judge who had an interest in 
his work had the greatest interest in the law, and one of the things which 
caused him the greatest regret was to see that the suitors were not coming 
in his court. And they did see every one of them—he was not speaking of 
the Court of Appeal, because no one dere better the deficiencies of the Court 
of Appeal than he did—that this was the case. Anyone could see that the 
law was not coming into the Queen’s Bench Divisien as it ought. One 
asked oneself why this should be. Whether he was a judge or a barrister, 
or a solicitor or a clerk, he must ask himself why this should be. In these 
circumstances everyone cast about to find an answer. Some were for tinkering 
with the Long Vacation. Allow him to say—he had been twelve years on the 
bench and thirty-five at the law—tinkering with the Long Vacation 
would not get them work. That was all monsense. The next question 
would be, was it that the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division 
were worse than they were thirty-five years ago? He said with 
the greatest certainty that they were not. Although possibly the 
Queen’s Bench Division of the present day had not a Blackburn, a Bram- 
well, or a Willes, he asserted with regard to the Queen’s Bench Division of 
tifteen judges, headed by the present Lord Chief Justice, that never were 
better men than they numbered as a body, and he defied anyone to dispute 
that. As regarded the judges in the Chancery Division, it was notorious that 
it was extremely well manned. Yet in the Queen’s Bench Division suitors 
did not come. No one could say the reason was because of the incapacity of 
the judges, or because the courts were full, and they could not get justice 
within reasonable time. A man could take his cause to the Queen’s Bench, 
take it through the Court of Appeal, and go to the House of Lords in a time 
which thirty-five years ago was never dreamt of. He said that the real reason 
was the poverty of thenation. He admitted that if one read of the sale of cele- 
brated pictures at Christy’s, or the sale of celebrated horses at Tattersall’s, one 
would say that people had plenty of money ; he agreed that in some instances 
there was more money than brains. But he asserted that taking the popula- 
tion of the country, beginning at the peer and ending at the peasant, it was 
essentially poorer than fifteen or twenty years ago. And they might be 
crrtain that where poverty comes in at the Pay law jumps out of the window. 
He was talking of litigious law. The Chancery Division would always be 
kept up to a certain pitch because people would die, and there must be 
administration goiog on. But they must not lose heart. Poverty had 
been in the past, and poverty would be in the future; but he had no doubt 
that if they could manage to keep breath in their bodies they would see the 
good old times with litigants coming into the Queen’s Bench Division again. 
He must be allowed to say one thing on which he laid the greatest emphasis, 
he believed there was a blot in the Common Law Division which did more 
harm than any other twenty which could be selected. Considering the rules 
which were laid down for the t+xation of costs, no litigant could go into the 
Common Law Division and recuver £200 or £300 withont having to put 
his hand into his pocket and pay considerable costs. That stinks 
in the nostrils of litigants. Let him, for the welfare of those he was 
addressing and for the welfare of the bench, because the one depended upon 
the other, and if the s»licitors did not bring the bench work they would be 
nowhere—let him say that the great point in the Common Law Division was 
to get rid of that infamous rule of taxation of costs between party and party, 
It was tried to be dune by a Commission on which he sat two or three years 
ago, but, he admitted it, they were too stringent. Mr. Pennington had come 
to him on one or two occasions about it, and he agreed with him that the 
rules laid down for getting rid of those infamous party and party costs were 
too strict. The Commissioners were right in their principle, and the man who 
goes to law and wins ought to come out scathe’ess. As things were, he was 
sitting as judge, and he decided a case with a jury. A plaintiff sued a man 
for £300 which the scoundrel would not pay and, being an obstinate fellow, 
fights it. The plaintiff recovers his £300 ; how much would he have to pay 
out of his own pocket in order to get it? Was it to be expected that a man 
who had been treated like that would go to law in? Certainly not. 
As a typical case he might mention that of a great friend of his own who 
bought a big estate in Hampshire, and he bought it because he was a great 
fisherman and the River Loddon ran through the estate. He would never 
have bought it without the river, which was a trout stream, and he had the 
exclusive fishing he was told. He got there, and there was a litigious 
person on the other side who would fish. So he went to law to clear his 
title, and the person resisted. The case was tried before Mr. Justice 
Mathew, and it required considerable investigation into old documents. 
It went to the Court of Appeal, and the Court of Appeal unanimously 
confirmed Mr, Justice Mathew's decision in favour of the plaintiff, 
who was absolutely right, and the other man ey wrong. It 
cost him about £900 to £1,000 to win his case. Could anything be 
more monstrous than that? Was it to be su he would ever go to 
law again! He (Lord Justice Smith) knew he would not, because whenever 
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they met, he always brought it up, and said, “Well, have you altered the 
jaw?” and he replied, “I have not altered the Jaw, because the solicitors 
will not let me.” They would not allow the judges to alter it. He agreed 
they were right in not allowing them when their terms were too stiff. 
There were many young men present, and he urged them to look to this, and 
to alter it if they were going on the Common Law Division. Let the suitor 
go into the Common Law Division and try a litigious action before a judge 
and jury, and when he had licked his opponent, let him make his —— 
psy. He (Lord Justice Smith) believed that then, when trade flourished again, 
which he had no doubt it would do, law would come again into the Queen’s 
Bench Division. That rule of taxation between party and pay had been 
framed on the wrong principle from beginning to end by the jadges who 
were parties to it in ancient times, or at any rate medisval times, ey had 
alway been trying to aim at this. that an action in the Common Law 
Division should be done cheaply. That was a mistake, and he did not care 
who contradicted him. It never was intended that the great machinery of 
the Queen’s Bench Division should be put into work and gear to try a 
co: mon Jaw action on the cheap and nasty priociple. They must all have a 
living wage, whether it was the clerk or whether it was the m»ster, or 
whether it was the counsel. And it was never intended that Jones, Brown, 
snd Rcbinson should dodge in and out of the Queen’s Bench Division, 
pa) ing half-a-crown for the privilege. ‘Taxation shocld be on the principle 
that every man should live, and costs should be allowed on that scale, and 
tte m n who lost should pay the piper. He believed this to be one of the 
greatest bl.ts in the Commen Law Division. 
Mr. R. W. McLgop Fvutuarrtor, Q.C., returned thanks on behalf of the 
Bar. He raid his experience was that no litigant was surprised at having to 
y costs when he lost his case. What litigants were surprised at was, 
Soring to pay costs when they won. Thero was all the difference between 
the two positions, and he urged that it was putting the pack on the 
wrong horse to put costs upon the winning man. The losing man expected 
to pay ; it was a part «f the game; but the winning man expected to win, 
nut to lose, and many litigants were very much surprised to find that when 
they had won they bad los’. That was the delusion they went into law 
with, and that was the reason why they did not go to law again. He was, 
to his misfortune, connected mainly with that division, and he could only 
say that no one could doubt that the business had most seriously falling off, 
especially in the heavy commercial line to which he partly devoted his 
attention when he was preparing for service in that division. He agreed 
with the Lord Justice that it was not because of the want of ability and 
knowledge of the Jaw of the judges that the business hid fallen off; but at 
the same time there was no doubt that when the Common Law was adminis- 
tered in different courts, so to speak, it became a more articulated machine 
than it was now, and the Court of Common Pleas became a kind of test 
cout apart, proud of its eminence in the trial of heavy commercial work. 
Aud whenever there was a vacancy on its bench a man at the bar was 
sel cted to fill that vacancy who was particularly notable in that department, 
and that court did unquestionably maintain an amount of merit which was 
astonishing, and litigants ru~hed their heavy cases into the Common Pleas 
with a certainty that, whichever judge of that division they might come 
before, they were coming before an expert in the law. When all the courts 
were licked into one, he did not think it became more articulate, and there 
was an uncertainty as to which judge a case would come before, allowing 
that all were not equally proficient in every department of law. It became 
uncertain whether it would come before a judge particularly skilled in the 
department to which it belonged. He could only congratulate the profes- 
sion that they had so able a judge as Mr. Justice Mathew to try that 
class of cases again. He would venture to say that in the good old times 
with such men as Mr. Justice Williams, Mr. Justice Byles, and all the other 
eminent men who sat in that court, there was not one of them before whom 
any litigant could go to try a heavy commercia! case with more certainty of 
quick despatch and sound knowledge of law than Mr. Justice Mathew. 
If the public reaped the benefit of the step that had been taken, that was the 
great thing ; and he believed the public would reap a Jarger benefit than 
would the barristers. The public would find that their business was taken 
before a judge competent to hear every case so to speak like an arbitrator, 
without the expensive formalities of Jaw, and erie past re geen a and 
all those expensive proceedings, settle it shortly, quickly, and with comparative 
cheapness. But, all the more they sought to eliminate those parts of the 
expense of litigation which could be e iminated without serious damage to 
the case, all the more should tho-e parts which remained and which were 
essential to the just trial of a case be adequately remunerated. Adequate 
remuneration was a necessary condition of thoroughness and ——— and 
in the profession of the law it must be maintained, otherwise the profession 
of the law would go down. With regard to the relations more icularly 
b+tween the bar and solicitors, he happened to have a large connection 
with ; eople who belonged to both branches of the profession. He was in 
the fortunate ‘position of being a c mmon law lawyer who had a second 
string to his bow, and in the Privy Council he had come across a very large 


number of gentlemen from Canada and other parts who at once as 
members of the and as solicitors He had carefull e into the 
question with them as to the advantages or otherwise of , and all of 


them had said that although in their own country they found it 
desirable and thought it worked well there, on coming to and 
seeing how the two professions werked here side b le, they 
would by no means advise that their example should. be 

here He was inclined to agree that this — an old — 
and more highly orgavised, and the more highly organised labour 

more it Siftentietod and specialised itself. Although he did st thier thee 
was anything to be gained by linking the two together and confounding all 
the old distinctions, he did think there was most healthy communication 
between the two great branches of —— lawyers. was no line 
drawn, no impassable river flowing between the solicitors and the bar. In 





"Se hacneas oe L.0.0., proposed “The Incorporated and 
r. Alderman Bzacucrort, L.C.C., e an 
other Law Societies in England and Wales.” He remarked that England 
and certainly London were distinguished above all places for their for 
the voluntary system as apart from State-aid in to societies asthe 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. The Law y, and the other societies 
in England and Wales, might be described as the trunk and branches of 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. Whilst the Law Society attended to 
the requirements of solicitors who were more or less well up in the world, 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association gave ite consideration to their fallen 
brethren, and in that direction they naturally looked for the Law Societies 
to support them. The Law mp ey well represented to-night Ae 
Hunter, its president, and they all knew how much they were inde to 
him for the action he had taken with respect to the Land er Bill. He 
(Mr. Beachcroft) was sorry to have to confess that the London County 
Council had not endorsed that action, but that on the contrary they had 
passed an almost unanimous vote in favour of the Bill. ‘ 

Mr. Joun Hunrer, President of the Incorporated Law Society, in return- 
ing thanks said, that all the executive powers of the society were vested in 
the council, and whatever credit might be due for any work must fall upon 
the shoulders of the council and not on the society at large. Therefore, as 
@ representative of the council it was very gratifying to him to find that so 
hearty a welcome was given to the toast. That were well entitled to 
have some thanks from the apenm he had no hesitation in saying. 
They spend a good deal of their time in looking after its interests in every 
possible way. They spend a great deal of their time in resisting the attacks 
of poachers from outside, who were one ee S trespass upon 
the business of which solicitors claimed that Parliament given them a 
monopoly. But there were some serious encroachments threatened against 
the solicitor branch of the profession yg oy departments of the Govern- 
ment. During the year that he been in office, about half hi 
time had been comnpied, in correspondence with the Board of Trade and the 
Lord Chancellor, and others, endeavouring to stave off the attacks which 
were threatened against the name of officialism. They 
had scarcely got to the end of them when there was a renewed attempt 
by a de ent of the Government to transact the most important part of 
the business uf which at present had a monopoly—that of dealing with 
conveyancing transactions, and which the Government were en’ 
at present to transfer from solicitors to an establishment to be created by 
the Government. They had —— the over 
again by saying, ‘‘Give us a fair and no favour and we will beat 
you. We will undersell you in cost and beat a pda pe na 
facility.” But the Government could not see wa, drive the 
solicitor out of the field unless they could by Act of Parllament prohibit 
people altogether from usi 
and compel them to use that w: the Government recommended. He had 
been sitting for the last four weeks, twice a week, either giving or listening 
to evidence before a Committee of the House of Commons on the subject. 
And the great tendency of the questions had been, ‘‘ Do not 
very fine thing for the public, and will they not be gratified this transfer 
can be effected for 5s., or that mor ‘or 10s.?” 
the gentlemen on the committee, “ 5s. and 10s., 
peng pede talking about, are nak 0 substation 2p the cost ves Saat 
us, y are in addition to the costa. If any body wants 
business now, he could do it for nothing. He has only to pay the stamp 
duty.” If he liked to prepare the conveyance it was simple enough. There 
were very few mysterious conveyances now-a-days. He was quite 
was as easy to prepare a conveyance as to carry out transactions in the 
Registry, the instructions to enable one to do which involved eng be thirty 
pages of print, and which he had very little hesitation in saying 
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who were the cause of solicitors thought badly of many people, 
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London County Council had passed a resolution that they were strongly 
in favour of the new system of All 
was, that if any members of the 
committee he would endeavour to extract 
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enormous quantity of time that was occupied in discussing questions that had 
no real bearing upon the ultimate issue, questions arising upon the interpre- 
tation of a boo aabwes commonly called ‘' the infernal White Book,” which 
was the e of everybody, certainly in the solicitor branch of the profes- 
sion, and in every other branch, even up to the gentlemen who sat on the 

. For his own branch of the profession, they had been accustomed for 

a long time to submit to be called the lower and less important branch of the 
fession. But at the present time two of the most important positions 
the English-speaking world were occupied by solicitors, and he thought 

it was not unfit to refer to that at a meeting when they -were called 
upon to think of the members of the profession who had failed. It 
was worth while recollecting some of the members who had succeeded 
beyond all precedent. At the present time, the Secretary of State, who was 
— for the good government of millions of our fellow-subjects in 
India, had been a practising solicitor all his life, and was a colleague on the 
council of the Law Society. On the other side of the Atlantic, the man who 
occupied a still prouder position—President Cleveland—had been for a great 
many years a practising solicitor. He never had been a member of the bar, 
but purely a solicitor. During the interval that elapsed between his two 
terms of office, when he ceased to be president from the time till he was 
elected ident a second time, he again sttended to the work in his office, 
and he (Mr. Hunter) was continually in correspondence with his firm upon the 
ordinary matters of business which arise in a solicitor’s office. When men 
were found occupying such positions as that who had sprung from the rank 
and file of solicitors, the time had almost come when theirs might cease to be 
called the lower branch of the profession, and in view of the dismal position 
which he had found this evening to be that of a gentleman who had arrived 
at the dignity of being a judge, not only of the High Court but of the Court 
of Appeal, he was inclined to think solicitors were a great deal better off. 
Mr. G. P. Auten, President of the Manchester Incorporated Law Asso- 
ciation, returned thanks for the other law societies. He observed that the 
rovincial law societies did not forget that there was such a society as the 
licitors’ Benevolent Association. He suggested that the chairman of the 
association for the time being should make it his duty to communicate with 
each of the presidents of the country law societies, urging upon them the 
needs of the association. He attributed one of the causes of the falling off 
of business in the Queen’s Bench Division, particularly as far as Liverpool 
and Manchester were concerned, to the fact that they were not allowed to 
deliver pleadings in the Long Vacation. The law should be altered so that 
actions could be continued during the Long Vacation as if it did not exist. 
In Liverpool and Manchester there would be a great number of actions 
entered, and the result would be that the autumn assizes would be as busy 
as the spring and summer assizes. The legal business of the country ought 
not to be allowed to stop practically from the beginning of August until the 
end of October. That was where the real mischief of the whole thing, in his 
opinion, arose; and if it were altered, it would be found that there would be 
a t accretion of business in the Queen’s Bench Division. 

CHarrmMan gave the toast of the evening, “ The Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, and may prosperity continue to attend it.”” He thought that all 
honour was due to ee men who instituted the association originally, and 
especially honour was also due to those who managed its affairs. its directors 
were men largely engaged in business, whose time was of value to the n, but 
who did not in any sense begrudge their time in order to advance the interests 
ofthe association ; and he would particularly say how much it was indebted 
to the good services of its secretary, Mr. Scott. The association was estab- 
lished in 1858, and in 1861 it made its first distribution, which amounted to 
the modest sum of £10. In 1871 it distributed £907. In 1881 the amount 
had risen to £2,228, and in 1891 to £3,683, and since this time last year the 
association had expended no less a sum than £4,286 in relieving the necessi- 
ties of those for whom it was instituted. To sum up, the sum of £70,000 
had been granted in aid of their necessitous brethren since the establishment 
of the association. That was a great work to achieve, and it must have 
relieved much of that painful necessity which they all regretted should 
exist. Bat he did not think that all had been done which might have 
been done to help the association. There were 15,000 solicitors upon the 
rolls, 7,000 of whom were members of the Incorporated Law Society, 
but there were 12,000 members of the profession who were not sub- 
scribers to the association. He could not think that this was known to 
solicitors generally. He did not see why every solicitor who was a 
member of the Incorporated Law Society should not also be a member of the 
association. He had received a letter from Mr. Hollams, who had been a 
most munificent contributor to the funds in the past, enclosing a cheque for 
£25, and he said, “ It is lamentable that the society is not more generally 
and more liberally supported. It is a reflection upon the profession.” Mr. 
Hollams had set an example which each one of them in their particular way 
might, with great advantage, follow. He had contributed no less than 
£2,500 to the association, and there were many others who had been 
most liberal contributors. It was sad to know that there were any members 
of the profession who should need aid. The subscriptions to the association 
amounted to £2,000 a year, and the income from funds to something like 
£1,700. Those who had taken the chair at these annual festivals one 
and all, lamented that which he had to lament also, that the association had 
not been more liberally supported. And yet no one had been able to suggest 
what course should be taken to augment the subscriptions. He had ventured to 
ask Mr. Hunter to send out an — to the members of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and he hoped that appeal would result as might be expected. He 
could not conceive any duty which called more loudly for the attention of 
those who were happily placed in the profession, and who did not look forward 
with the fear that they would ever require aid, than that they should support 
the association, and should advocate it as best they could amongst their friends 
and acquaintances. Poverty in any case was bad enough, but or upon 
them ete | as members of a liberal profession, who, from no fault of 
their own, not succeeded in it, and who had therefore been reduced to 


appealing for assistance, it was doubly lamentable. He would address himself 
particularly to the younger members of the profession, and would ask them 


to come to the help of the association. They all knew how admirably the 
fands were administered, every case was carefully investigated by the directors; 
and when they looked at the list of directors they would see that any work 
which devolved upon them would not be likely to be lightly undertaken or 
lightly discharged. The necessities of the salenion, having regard to the 
state of trade, were not likely to decrease, but, on the contrary, they were 
nasa | to increase, and a good many members had been lost to the association 
by death during the year who had been liberal contributors to the asso. 
ciation, He hoped that there might be forthcoming on this occasion liberal 
contributicns which would enable the association substantially to extend the 
sphere of its operations. 

The Secretary (Mr. J. T. Scott) announced subscriptions and donations to 
the amount of £690, amongst which were the following:—The chairman, 
£52 108; Mr. Juhn Hollams, £25; Mr. W. T. Lawrence, £25; Mr. Henry 
Atlee, £21; Mr. R. J. Peed, £21; Mr. Melmoth Waters, £21; and Mr. F. L, 
Hutchins, £20, 

Mr. H. C. Beppoz, Chairman of the Board of Directors, proposed the 
health of the Chairman of the evening. In the course of his remarks he 
stated that the association exercised a wise. discretion in funding the 
moneys received at these festivals, and from 1 ies, instead of appropriating 
them at once. Had they not done so, it would have been simply impossible 
to have distributed as they did last year £4,000 in donations. He was sorry 
more members of the profession did not belong to the association, because it 
operated as the best insurance fund on the mere ground of pounds, shillings, 
and pence if a member left-a widow or children unprovided for. e 
directors naturally always looked on the cases of widows and children of 
members with a more favourable eye than upon those who had not contri- 
buted in any way to the funds. Every care was exercised by the directors 
in dealing with applications to prevent the association being imposed upon. 

The Cuareman having briefly responded, the proceedings terminated. 

A selection of vocal and instrumental music was admirably performed, 
under the direction of Mr. Fred. Walker, by Madame Marie Mallia, Miss 
Hannah Jones, Mr. Arthur Wilson, Mr. Geo. Stubbs, and Miss Jeanne 
Levine (violio) ; at the pianoforte, Mr. Alfred Izard. 








THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE LAND TRANSFER 
BILL. 
[PROM OUR OWN REPORTER. ] 
Mr. Laxe’s Evmence Concivupep. 


The Select Committee of the House of Commons upon the Land Transfer 

Bill, 1895, sat again on Thursday, the 20th, Sir R. T. Rerp (Attorney- 

General) presiding. 

Mr. B. G. Laxz, continuing his evidence, handed in resolutions from 

the Nottingham and Midland Counties Permanent Benefit Building 

Society, the West Bridgford Freehold Land Association, and the Thorney- 

wood Freehold Land Association disapproving of the Bill, in that it would, 

in their opinion, fail to confer benefit on such societies, and that it would 

increase expense and cause delay, and work prejudicially to the working 

classes. 

Mr. Haupanz, Q.0.: Do you think it right that a system should 
continue to exist if the defect can be obviated under which the same title 

has to be investigated over and over again on each transaction, and under 
which it is n , it may be, to go to a great distance to examine- 
deeds ?—He did not admit the assumption. It was not in practice done. 

I put the case of a property which is purchased ; the title is investigated, 
and the property changes hands; a new set of solicitors come in; the 
title is investigated again. There is a mo , perhaps, a few months 
later, and the title is again inv ted; and there are ten or twelve 
investigations in half that number of years.—He did not believe that any 
solicitor of experience would, in the case which was put, have these m- 
vestigations of title. The reason why there was so much really scandalous 
inv tion of title sometimes before 1881 was that Parliament insisted 
upon ting the way in which solicitors should be paid, prescribing that 
a man should be paid, not in proportion to the work he did or the skiil 
and experience he , but according to the amount of copying he 
could get his clerks todo. It could scarcely be eye that a man who 
understood conveyancing would sit down for two days to reduce a draft 
when the only effect would be to reduce his fees. 

By the Hon. W. F. D. Smrru: The Australian system, so far as he 
could ascertain, was working very easily. Of course there were great 
differences between that and the proposed system. One.of these difficulties 
was that they had to have separate deeds in cases of restrictions which were 
not on the register. 

By the Cuareman: The sole objection was to en. 

You approve of registration of title, and think that a good system is 
obtainable, but that the Bill does not provide so good a i as you wirh 
for.—That is my position. The Australian system was many res 
much better. The system, so far as he could ascertain, had worked well 
in Australia; but what struck him was that if it was so convenient 
it was surprising that so little land was put on the register otherwise 
than by compulsion. 

There was a return in 1881 from various colonies, and the system had 
been pronounced to be economical, safe, and thoroughly appreciated 
there ?—Yes, that is so. Might he also say how very little of it—less than 
one-third in New Zealand, less than patage 4 in Tasmania, less than one- 
eighth in Victoria, a little over one-ninth in the rest of Australia—had 
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been put on the register. He argued from that that there could not be 
any land brought on otherwise than pomoney 4 

You say that the new system in England is defective mainly in the 

ints in which it differs from the Australian system.—Yes. It is rather 
a difficult question to answer. 

It is; but I will give you an illustration. You eay that in Australia the 
fees are nominal, and that they ought to be on the same scale in England. 
—I do. 

You know that there is no loss to the colonial Exchequer?—That, he 
understood from the returns, to be the case. 

I suppose you would consider that if there was a sufficient volume of 
business in England, with nominal fees there would be no loss to the 
Exchequer here; arguing from the parallel in Australia?—Probably. The 
point of fees, which was very important, would be largely controlled by 
the question of how much business there was. 

You also consider that, quite apart from whether the business is 
remunerative or not, if it is made compulsory the fees still ought to be 
nominal? I think it is @ fortiori in that case. 

You said that under the system pro the real owner may find him- 
self ousted from the property by — somebody else appearing as the 
owner on the register. You gave an illustration of how that might be 
done by fraud. Ycu took for example the case of say John Jones. We 
will suppose that he is the registered owner, and that some rogue forged 
his name and got the purchase-money, and executed the transfer from 
Jobn Jones by forgery to the purchaser.—I assume that the man who 
commits the fraud or forgery puts himself on the register. 

And then John Jones, who may be travelling at the time, comes back 
and finds he is ousted because the buyer from the forger has become 
abso'ute owner on the register. To begin with, you have to find a rogue 
and also a registrar who will be taken in, and also a ju who, under 
these circumstances, will say that the compensation shall payable to 
John Jones and not to the innocent purchaser.—Yes, and the Lord 
Chancellor did not shrink from that. 

These are the things you have to assume. Now can you tell me whether 
there is any question hitherto of that having happened under the Registry 
in England ?—Oh no. It hardly would happen, pote: the Registry was 
so little known that anyone would be extremely cautious. 

At any rate there are £7,000,000 or £8,000,000 of property upon the 
register.—I am surprised to hear it. I will accept it if you say so. 

In fact it never has happened yet.—No. He thought he had put it that 
a more common cauce of fraud was with regard to a charge. 

Youdid. In the case of a charge the same thing would have to be done. 
There would have to be forgery, deception of the registrar, and the 
decision of the judge that the real owner was not to have the land. Such 
a thing might happen. You say it is not possible yet.—Not on this 
registry. 

Vos sninet that the law should be so amended that under no circum- 
stances should the true owner be ousted of his property, but that 
compensation out of the insurance fung should be paid to the person 
deceived. If that amendment were accepted, the case of John Jones 
being so deprived of his land would be impossible.—Quite. You make 
the title guaranteed instead of absolute. 

Assuming your amendment is adopted, there is an end of that most 
proper criticism.—Certainly. It would bring the system into conformity 
with the Australian system. 

I cannot enter upon that. I do not think itisso. You have also sug- 
gested that the land certificate should always be produced to the 
registrar before the transfer was allowed.—Yes, or on any other 
dealings. 

If that was so that would constitute an additional safeguard, because it 
is equivalent to the production of deeds under the present system.—It 
would be a very great safeguard. 

You also require that the purchaser under the system of registration 
should be entitled to call for attestation by whomsoever he thought fit. 
In that case he might, and probably would require the tor of 
John Jones, and it would be a still further additional safeguard.—It 
would. 

The consequence of that would be that if this amendment were adopted 
the real owner would be absolutely safe on the register.—As far as I can 


see. 
The possible danger would be absolutely averted. —The possible 
danger of fraud or forgery would be almost absolutely averted. 


Under the present system, if I innocently purchase from a man who has 
no title, and I fiud afterwards someone comes who has the real title, I 
must be ejected, and I get no compensation at all.—No. You would have 
your remedy against the vendor. 

4 Yes, but probably the rogue who cheated me would be a man of straw. 

ut supposing the registry system amended as you suggest, if the fo! 
had to produce the land cartificate, and the innocent vendor also sequined 
attestation by the vendor's solicitor, it would be very difficult to cheat me. 
~—I think it would. 


In the first place the forger would have to find the land certificate— 
that is to say he would have to be in possession of the title deeds, And 
in the second place he would have to have as an accomplice a fraudulent 
solicitor for the true vendor. Therefore, the risk would be very small of 
a bond fide |g pee being deceived.—Yes ; and, as a further protection, 
the Act of 1875 contemplated that all documents should be necessarily 
attested by a solicitor, 

If you were to give that additional safeguard, the chances would be 
a nil.—I think so, but that would be reversing the whole policy 

nee 1889. 

Under these circumstances, in cae of the amendments being made, you - 





suggest the real owner would be pte. gs pg and the innocent pur- 
chaser would be practically safe too.—I think so. 

But even supposing that the purchaser was in some unfortunate case to 
be deceived, be then would have what he has not under the present system 
com tion under the insurance fund. Under these circumstances, if 
we act upon a system under which, when you have a registered transac- 
tion, the. real owner is absolutely sate, and the innocent. purchaser is 
practically safe, or if he is not he would get compensation in money, 
would not that be of very advantage and benefit ?—Yes, 
that he could get it. You must not put out of sight the 
you are to carry on business if you are always to go to an official. 

Assuming that we could do it satisfactorily apart from the official 
difficulty.—It could be done by an amendment of the law as you 


st. 
“aaa it not be a very great boon?—The only boon I can eee you 
et is— 

Absolute safety.—I think you have absolute rafety now. You get the 
compensation to the purchaser. 

At present, when the real owner is safe the purchaser is not always 
safe.—No, you give him the benefit of the insurance fund. 

You have the advan that the purchaser would be as safe as he is 
now, and safer, because he would get compensation when he is innocently 
deceived.—He can get it now. If he comes to the Law Guarantee 
he can get it. If he pays for it he can get it. My point is that you are 
only getting what you pay for. He can equally get it now if he thinks 
n 


ecessary. 

The maximum scale proposes a farthing in the £ for insurance, and the 
experience in Australia is that about £400,000 is the amount of the total 
insurance fund, and about £15,000 is all that has been drawn from it.— 
But they still charge the maximum. 


, how 


But supposing and sensible ple dealing with the matter they 
ight reduce the farthing to som infinitesimal.—You might if you 
a board to assist the Lord C or. 
I am afraid you do not think very highly of the Lord Chancellor.—I do, 
but these de’ are beneath him. 


If the Australian parallel is to be followed the insurances can be re- 
duced.—No doubt. 

That is very satisfactory if you can get it.—If you can get it. 

You said there is a danger under the existing system of fraud by a man 
getting himself placed on the register for a possessory title upon his own 
statutory declaration, and without further evidence.—I do not think it 
incseness the Ganges ot Set ey ae eee ere little by his 

ry title. But I think it is a danger thata man, having got that 
a eae might go to people who do not understand it and commit a 
raud. 

You think it desirable that some more investigations should be made 
before the person is registered for a possesscry title?—I think there 
should be some documentary evidence that a man or his tenant is in occu- 


pation. 

You would not object to the possessory system then ?—Not at all. 

In the case of your own land, to which referred ata previous sitting, 
do not you think the registry office have been very and 
wrong if they had not accepted, from a gentleman in your position, an 
undertaking which it 4 you gave ?—I think they ought to have re- 

uired more, because if I gave the , as you state, and no doubt 

did, it had escaped me, and I am quite sure I have never produced the 
You said some further inquiry should be made as to occupation, and 
that would remove your objections f—Yes. i 

Possessory registration does not obtain in Australia. Do not you think 
it eneenen. ve Dane it in England.—You could not possibly make anything 
else compulsory. 

I will leave out compulsion. You have told us there are in England a 
large number of titles which are safe —— titles, but without the 
actual accuracy of an absolute title. You would not wish to remove them 
from improving by the lapse of years into a perfect title ?—No; but they 
would do so under the present system. 

You do not want to exclude them from 
that maturity. m of the 
will mean that no will be necessary 
= | transactions after that date. And on the Ist of January, 1915, you 

have a a i _ of the 
possessory title, therefore, at time you really & perfectly good 
title ?—No better than you have under your elution ven taal on 
the Ist of January. 


I am speaking of the advantages of registration. At the end of twenty 
years you may with further inquiry >—You would 
either — we ee yet nor oe of ~ 
possessory . as it was voluntary man thought 
an advantage, let himdoit. But he (witness) could not see the 


good it gave him. : 

Do not you think it a , if you register in January, 189 
that after twenty E+ od you have notbing to look to pt the 
register — Nor would you if you produced a conveyance in fee simple. 

You would aoe the twenty ya em I Spry but 
of course you would require to see uring twenty 
years by deeds ?—If there had been any. 
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You mean you are not entitled to require disclosure of the earlier 


.—No. 
Assuming there had been transactions between the registration of the 
title and your proposed purchase.— Yes. 

At the same time after a lapse of twenty years with a safeholding title 
would not it be easy for the owner of the possessory title to get himself 
registered as absolute owner.—You do not propose to do that by this Bill. 
Lord Halsbury did. 

At all events that ought to be done.—I think there are conveniences for 
doing it. Lord Halsbury’s plan was crude but might have been altered. 

The policy you suggest is that when a man has been registered as the 


owner of a possessory title, after a la of time he may then apply for 
some title to be registered as an absolute owner.—He ought to have that 
power. 


In that case the possessory title would be useful for him to start with.— 
I do not see what good he gets from it because at the end of twelve years 
he cannot be registered with an absolute title. I donot see why he should 
not. The ry title does not seem to justify the charging him a 
fee for gutting whet he has already got. He has got his deeds. 

Does not that depend on the amount of the fee?—I think it is an 
amount of troublo and difficulty for which I do not see sufficient 
advantage. I am very anxious to meet your views. I do not want to 
keep pu my own objections. 

I am you what I thought we understood Mr. Wolstenholme to 
say—that it would be valuable to have a possessory title registered which 
should fructify into an absolute title.—May I be allowed to say I thought 
your question a little misled him? Your question was, ‘‘Should the 
whole of England be under a possessory title, and after twenty years all 
have an absolute title, would not that be an advantage ?”’ 

“a do not see any harm in a possessory title ?—I see no harm or good 


er. 

You do not agree that, if you could for a nominal fee be registered as 
the owner of a possessory title, and if no purchaser afterwards would be 
bound to inquireintoanytting except what took place prior to the possessory 
title being registered, that would be an advantage?—I think it is an 
advantage a man possesses now. A man who has got a conveyance in fee 
— indorsed by solicitor and counsel has always an advantage now. 

ou thought there might be a mistake about boundaries? You sug- 
that there should be something more than a mere plan—that there 
should be description.—That would completely remove the difficulty. 
Abuttals could be described by reference to a road, and it would put them 
on the same basis as under the present system of conveyancing. 

You put 8 case in which there was in the registry office a wrong piece of 
land entered as having been sold. Had there been abuttals, would it have 
been possible for the mistake to have occurred ?—-No. 

As a matter of fact, do you know whether any person has been entered 
on the register by mistake ?—He did not know of a case. Mr. Brickdale 
had given an example of one which was only just stopped in time. 

Even supposing there was a mistake he would get compensation.—That 
would depend upon his position. He probably would in most cases. If 
the land taken were land belonging to a man with a possessory title, and 
he was still on the register as registered owner, he would not be entitled 
to compensation. He thought, according to the first schedule of the Bill, 
it did not apply to the registered owner. He would desire that the first 
person who registered a possessory title should not be guarded as to the 
validity of his title, but should be guarded against suffering from the 
mistake of the register. 

If that was so, it would require an effort of ingenuity to see how the 
mistake with the compensation could arise to anybody.—If you put that in. 

You said the system of registration of title would not be suitable to all 
cases of transfer, and that there were some cases still in which there would 
be a double title, that is to say, the register would shew the transfer of 
legal estates, but there might be equitable estates outstanding which 
would have to be controlled by deeds supplemental to the register. Did 
not Mr. Wolstenholme tell us that that is just exactly what he wanted to 
have done, even in the conveyancing system as it is at present ?—I did not so 
much comment upon the difficulty of the double set of titles, because you 
always take care that the tenant for life shall discharge the title by a good. 


receipt. But if you are = put a title on the register by official 
system, the only justification is that you are going to take the whole of 
the con: arrangements into official hands, and relieve the owner 
from all ity. If you fail in doing that to that extent you fail in the 
system of tion of title. 

Wh not it be a convenient thing that the legal estate alone 
should upon the —. as Mr. Wolstenholme suggested.—I 
think Mr. Wolstenholme’s view was that, under the present system, if 


you protect purchasers against equities, then you can get perfectly } 
—— or legal estates depending upon the deeds without the intensten ion 

I sesteelty agree ; but I think that what Mr. Wolstenholme said was 
that in all conveyancing it was desirable, if you could, to deal witha 
string ny apg titles, and not to allow the equities to be interfered with ? 
That is so. 


I think he told us that, while not accepting registration if you had 
of title, he was of opinion that it ought to be registration of a 
of estates, and not encumbered except by way of caution of 


eq - J: 
You _ told us that registration would be unsuitable to some cases, 
all cases, registration always shewing the legal estate. 


tion as framed by the Bill, a legal title could be deduced. What wag 
shewn by the register was who had the power to dispose. ' 

That was the policy of the Settled Land Act of Lord Cairns, that there 
should be on every settled estate a man who could sell every acre, and 
give a good title:—Yes. 

You agree in the principles of registration. —Yes. 

Is not that the proper policy of any registration of title?—Yes. He had 
never quarrelled with the principle of registration to that extent. What 
he ventured to = before the committee was that the system was not one 
which ought to be enforced upon people against their will. That was the 
position he had occupied throughout for the last five or six years. 

Take the case of myself, being the owner of land registered as absolute 
owner upon the register, and at the same time having various trusts for 
the benefit of other persons, subject to which I am the legal owner. Sup- 
posing I want to to A. B. that land, A. B. will come and look at the 
register. A. B. will see upon the register certain cautions which have 
been placed there on behalf of the people for whose benefit I hold that 
land. He will say ‘What do you say about these cautions, and the 
registrar’s duty will be to send notice of my intending to sell to all the 
persons putting cautious on the register. If =< them object to that 
transaction they can at once restrain me, wi twenty-four hours, by 
going to a judge in chambers.—Yes, subject to the danger of not getting 
notice. 

Anybody who had an equitable title would be at liberty to place a notice 
on the register, and if he did so he would have the opportunity of antici- 
pating any fraudulent dealing, as between him and the registered owner, 
with the land of the registered owner. And that is the system in Australia, 
and it has worked extremely well.—So far as I know. 

It would very soon come to be known that you are bound to give 
notice, just as it is known you ought to distringas stock, but it is not 
often done.—I quite accept that it ought to be done. 

You cannot, under any system, prevent the possibility of people neglect- 
ing every reasonable caution they ought to take.—The difficulty is, you 
put to me a case which is so very unlikely to occur. Unless [ understand 
that you or someone equally desirous of making the system flexible was 
going to have control of the Land Register. Because the Land Registry 
have increased their fees. 

I know, but I am dealing with the point of security.—U pon the point of 
security that is so, but you supposed a nominal fee. 

T have treated itasan assumption. It ought to be a nominal fee I 
thoroughly agree. Let us proceed to the cases where you said it would 
be unsuitable for certain transactions and certain estates. You gave us an 
illustration of a transaction where there were debentures issued upon the 
security of some property. You said that transaction could not appear 
upon the register. The trust deed could not appear upon the register, that 
is clear. But the vesting the legal estate with the owner would appear.— 
Yes, but you would in the case I gave require 242 transfers instead of one, 
as under the present system. 

Such property must have an entry in the register by itself. If you liked 
to amalgamate it might be easy.—You co not possibly. These were 
public-houses all over the land. You could not amalgamate on the 
register. You could do it by trust deed. It is the case of legal mort- 
gagees who have persons entitled in equity to the benefit of charges which 
they enforce. 

I do not think you want in a system of registration that every tranaction 
in the land should appear in extenso on the register. All you want is 
that the title should appear and the legal title alone.—My point was that 
instead of having two paragraphs having the whole of the properties I 
should have 242 transfers to get executed in order to put them on the 


ter. 
nstead of enumerating them all on one piece of parchment and signing 
oneself.— Yes. 

You have 242 pieces of land and you have to have descriptions of each of 
these pieces in your deed.—Yes, very short descriptions. 

Therefore really it comes to this, that instead of having printed forms 
such as those in the Land Registry, you would fill up each description in 
the deed.—Does not it go further? tt seems to me that I may have these 
242 transfers in 52 counties. I do not know what registries you are going 
to have. If you are going to have a registry in London only, then it is 
only the filling up of 242 forms and taking them to the office. Butif 
you are going to have local registries, as I think you must have, it would 
mean sending different deeds to the different local registries. 

The Statute of Limitations you think ought to apply. It does not apply 
by authority of the 81st section of the Act of 1875, and it does apply in 
Australia.—Except in New South Wales. He had not heard of any diffi- 
culty arising in Australia by reason of its applying. He suggested that 
amendment. 

— the question of delay. Delay is a matter of administration.— 
es 


You have no faith in officialism. You do not think it is wn & delay can 
be escaped by any amount of officials being we Officials, however 
desirous of doing their work, were not under the same keen pressure 
professional men were. It was a matter of no difference to officials, but 
the blame would fall on the solicitor. The official naturally had not the 
same spur to speedy action. 

That is after all a matter of conjecture. You may be right or I, if I 
take a different view. At all events if you had a large, adequate, and 
adequately-managed staff it would be met.— Yes. 

Do you think it would be desirable, as Sir Robert Torrens did, to have 
one central metropolitan re; office, or ought it to be extended -inte 





2 know that he had used the expression “ unsuitable to 


but fea of shewing the legal estate, registration would be 
i ai see 
some je He had eaid ‘unsuitable to some estates and 


localities in each county. That was a question for some of his professional 
brethren in the country to answer. 





As e London solicitor he wouldof — 
to some dealings.” He had never doubted the fact that by the registra- | course prefer a metropolitan centre. But he thought it would be found ~ 
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xtremely inconvenient, and would cause great dissatisfaction if every 
solicitor Taroughout England had to send by post or come to the London 
registry. He must come fora search. 

op a think it would be possible if you had a system of registration of 
title to have it even more local than in counties, to have it for example in 
unions?—He thought you must have a registry office for very small 
districts. Probably it would be found also desirable to have a metro- 
politan centre something like the registry for births and deaths, local 
registries centralized in London for the purpose of search, bat the original 
registries must be in very small centres. He would decentralize, but there 
must be some centre of control. A board in London with local registries, 
that was Lord Halsbury’s idea. 

Under section 14 of the Bill it is proposed to have a deposit certificate 
which would be in fact a substitute for the deed, so that there would be 
no transaction entered into with the land after the certificate had been 
issued until that was brought in. Do not you think that a satisfactory 
substitute for equitable deposit of deeds ?—He could not conceive why a 
second certificate should be necessary. But putting that aside he did not 
see how it would be possible to get on without a search. The registered 
deed was only with a legal title, there was an outstanding equitable 
title. It was true that this deposit certificate was to be a bar to all 
dealings by the registrar with private land. A banker who relied on that 
without search might easily find that the equitable owner had put a 
caution on which would override it. The difficulty did not exist at pre- 
sent, because there was a chain of title which shewed the equitable 
interests. 

You mean they would have to examine the deeds before the banker 
would lend ?—The banker would probably turn them over, and knowing 
who the people were he would lend on the faith of that. Even if there 
was a deposit certificate he would still have to go to the register and see 
if there were any cautions which would interfere with his lending the 
money. 

yn think that would be more difficult than having to go —- 
the deeds to see whether there is any equity ?—He does not probably 
open the deeds. He looks at the backs. Herunsacertainrisk. He 
sees the chance is small, and is satisfied. He iends rather upon his faith 
in the credit of the person bringing the deeds. 

Would not he lend equally upon the faith of the person bringing the 
deposit certificate? I doubt that very much. 

Why should you not lend on the certificate ?—Because you know that 
without the deeds he cannot make a title by any possibility. No one 
would buy without the deeds; but he might sell without producing the 
certificate. If the deposit certificate were made equal to the deeds, there 
would still be the difficulty that there would be no “‘chain.’’ A banker 
would look at the general chain. 

Do not you think a most precise and explicit idea would be obtained 
by an examination which would take two minutes of the register ?—That 
would shew no value. In the deeds it would appear that Jones bought 
fr £3,000 in 1869, Huggins a few years later gave £3,500, and the man 
himself, two years after, £4,000. That was a very good guide to the 
banker in London. 

If you look at the register you will see the price he purchased at P—I do 
not think you would. If it were so, to that extent it would be informa- 
tion ; but the certificate certainly would not give the information. 

That might be got rid of by amendment ?—If you keep on altering the 
tystem you will make it perfect. 

You said Sir Robert Torrens had not registered his titles here. I have 
a book written by him in 1881, and he was strongly in favour of registra- 
tion. Was not his objection that the system in England was not 
assimilated to that in Australia?—It was chiefly on the question of 
boundaries and absolute title. He wanted to assimilate the English sys- 


tem to the Australian. 

And thought the English system so defective in comparison that he did 
uot register his own land.—I quoted him because in the evidence given 
by the Lord Chancellor before the committee and in the hes made, 
Parliament has been led to suppose that this system is entirely the same 
asthe Australian. And the experience in Australia has been relied upon 
inits support. Whereas the systems are wholly different. Sir Robert 
Torrens followed one and refused to have anything to do with the other. 

If the amendments you referred to were introduced into the Bill, and 
it was a voluntary Bill, I think it might then be said.—That you may 
make a system which, if voluntary, might be made useful in many 


cases. 
The protection under it would be safe.—With the alterations suggested. 
And economical if the fees were kept down.—If the fees were kept 


wn. 

Would not the system, if safe and economical, have certain ad- 
vantages over the present?—You have told us it would be safe. Oan 
you say the present system is absolutely safe?—You put in the word 
“absolutely ” in one case and not in the other. 

I will put it in both.—I should say it is quite as safe. I can come to 
no other conclusion. I have been over thirty — in practice and have 
only known of one instance of attempted fraud or forgery within my own 
knowledge and that was not of land but of stock. 

Your firm deal with very large transactions mainly and with reliable 
people. Surely you will not dispute that there have been numerous 
frauds with regard to transfers and mortgages and c on land P— 
There have been numerous frauds, but not one-tenth of number that 
have taken place with regard to stocks and shares. You could not frame 


ral ae which some fraudulent ingenious man will not find his way 


ugh. 
I have reason to know how vi t the Inco 
desling with such cares. oa 


rporated Law Society are in 
Ts it not the case that not infrequently solicitors 


—the black s of the profession—have been found at their death to 
have dealt in ?—Oh, yes. 

ae a cases would not come befors the committee.—Not if the solicitors 
were A 

Is not it the case that there are cases of fraud, and great loss is 
incurred ?—There were plenty of cases, because they ly came 
before the oom. oi pa f 

That wo one advantage of proposed system if amended. Is 
not there another? In simple caces of transfer of land there would be no 
necessity for the employment of a solicitor.—That depends upon how far 
you carry your amendments. If you are going to say succession duty 
shall not be a charge, and so on, then it is quite possible a man who has 
nothing to do can carry out, as he can carry out now, his own affairs. 
oie _e Australian colonies solicitors are still employed in most cases. — 

at is so. 

But in others no solicitors are employed in the majority of cases.—I 
have no doubt it is so. 

I cannot expect you to accept the view that that would be an advan- 
tage; but it might be a diminution of expenses.—If it is an advantage to 
ee but Ido not think it would be an 

vantage. 

In cases where there are leases you would ie = a solicitor’s assistance, 
a would not the work be very much less ?—Certainly, with an absolute 

e. 

He would not have to search for the legal estate.—I am afraid you 
think more seriously of hunting for the legal estate than I do. 

m.. all events he would not. Re. would y at sore to search for bs owner 
charges or mortgages not on register, other ways there wo 
be less for a geen | to do, and — the of —— would 
not charge so much.—. away solicitor’s responsi ou 
will be entitled to redeae Sts weatuneiaiion. wP 

Would not you, in addition, have the advantage of a State guarantee to 
the purchase on every absolute title ?—Yes, for which the purchaser has to 


pay. 

T think the proportion of absolute titles to possessory titles on the 
existing register is four or five to one ?—I should think it would be so, 
because phage > is brenipe rea There would 4 qualified 
guarantee o upon the of possessory estates. im twenty 
years it would practically Se the case that there would be an absolate 
State guarantee to every purchaser of a registered estate upon every estate 
that had been y years. 

Taking the maximum insurance, which would be 2s. 1d. for a convey- 
unce for £100, to take the absolute title, there would be the benefit at 
once. Is that not worth the 2s. 1d. P—I cannot see the advantage it gives 
him. He is to have a much stricter examination before the registrar 
before the title is made absolute. You do not find, in one case out of ten, 
that people transfer their stocks or shares, though they may do it. 

But he can act for himself, and he pays a nominal fee for the State 
guarantee of title. The advantage of a State guarantee is something ?— 
Oh, yes, certainly. As an instance of the flexibility of the present system 
com with proposed, he had given an instance of 
in which it was necessary to lodge restrictions, these having to be 
by the four purchasers. i wen aly Oe SS ee ee 
build without waiting for the signature of the fourth, who was in France. 
He telegraphed his consent, but, upon witness to the 
Registry, it was ascertained that it was impossible. registrar would 
not allow him to register the con and afterwards the restrictions, 
because the.restrictions must be at, and only at, the time the 
conveyance was lodged. The consequence was that the purchasers would 
have to pay £10 for interest simply because they had the misfortune to be 
dealing with officials and not solicitors. : 
registered ot any tina.—It Joe Wil olinw tp to SRG Gs Idem 08 we 

at any .—If you us system as we 
like I think we may make it a workable systerr eventually. 

If your — were carried out, and it was made a flexible system, 
why do you object to its made ?—I cannot see why, 
the system is so good, it not be to make its way. You havea 
system which has worked for man: cuubesion, and whieh supsclely. Ging 

é last fifty years has been improved. Itisa a 
and al tnown pein, Sa Ne te ae ee ee eee 
registration never yet applied in country at all is to let both stand on 
their own merits, and let the better one win. 


E 


tors, Leeds, his firm were solicitors to the Leeds Permanent Benefit 
Building Society, an institution assets amounting to over £1,437,000, 
an annual of £560,000, and lending out on mortgage from 
£150,000 to £200,000 per annum. It had assisted thousands of the work- 
ing: chaanes $0 eoguive Ieedlatl . His firm sent for registration at 
the Deeds Reg Office at @ very number of assurances, 
which were ly tative of small transactions. He 
handed in of the transactions of his for sigh aa Same 

vendors 


which it that the of fees in the transactions 
and morigugecs was slighty te coe in it 
was less one Par on, St en ne so in 


cases under £500. The costs 
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sity require a land transfer office, and the work passing through his own | 
officé would engage the attention of one registrar, so that twelve or 
fifteen such officers would be required for Leeds alone. If conveyances 
obtained at the present time through the Chancery Division were any 
criterion of what land registries may be in the future as regarded time 
and cost, a grave national injury would be perpetrated. His experience | 
was that such transactions were a source of trouble and loss to such firms ' 
as hie, and of annoyance and friction with their clients. ! 





NegwcastLe-on-Tyne Soricrror. 


Mr. Rorert Prsvs, of the firm of Gibson, Pybus, & Pybus, Newcastle- 
on-Tyne, and registrar of the county court at Gateshead, said he had 
been in practice for twenty-four years, and had had considerable experi- 
ence in conveyancing. He was satisfied there was no substantial demand 
by the public for any system of registration. What demand there was 
seemed to be founded chiefly on a belief that registration would prevent 
fraud. The popular idea was that the register would shew fully every 
transaction in any way affecting the land; whereas the object of the 
present system was to place as little as possible on the register. The only 
cases he had known of fraud had been of a kind that would not have 
been prevented, but rather made easier, by such a system, for they had 
been in the nature of breaches of trust. Transactions under £300 formed 
by far the largest proportion of the conveyancing business in the North, 
and he produced statistics and forms which shewed that an immense 
amount of business was being done at a cost of money and time far less 
than any system of registration would allow. Nearly the whole of the 
land in the south of Northumberland and in the county of Durham was 
subject to mining rights belonging to other persons than the owners of 
the surface, often with very complicated wayleaves both under and on the 
surface. He was unable to imagine any, simple system of registration of 
title which would indicate those rights which often formed an important 
—" to, or deduction from, the apparent value and usefulness of the 


Presipent or Liverroot Law Socrsery. 


Mr.C. H. Morton, President of the Incorporated Law Society, of Liverpool, 
said he had a large practice in conveyancing transactions, both great and 
small, as purchasers and véndors’ solicitor. Modern conveyancing was 
expeditious, deeds were short, investigation of title was simplified, and 
the cost of transactions was in reasonable proportion to the value in- 
volved. The Land Registry had been but little availed of from tke first, 
but he believed it might have slowly grown into wider use, but for the 
great superiority over its practice, which the improved methods on the 
old system under recent Acts had established. The possibility of delay 
was one of the objections to the system proposed by the Bill, which the 
Liverpool Society particularly dreaded. Clients did not object so much 
to costs as to lack of promptitude. That the matter should be speedily 
completed was the constant instruction. The number of solicitors and 
their clerks engaged in conveyancing was probably not less than 50,000. 
It was inevitable that when the work they did had to be transacted by 
relatively few officials, it could not be expected that conveyancing matters 
should be transacted with despatch. He heard on all sides complaints of 
delay with regard to the present Land Registry, two months being about 
the period required for getting through the simplest matter. 


Presipext or Country Banxgrs’ ASsoctaTION, 


Mr. Freperic Szesoum, partner in the banking firm of Sharples & Co., 
of Hitchin, Luton, Hertford, and elsewhere, president of the Country 
Bankers Association, said the class of cases he represented were entirely 
different from those that passed through the hands of solicitors. A large 
amount was lent annually by bankers upon the deposit of deeds, about 
ree Bashar of the loans made in the banks of his own county. He 
thought it might be fairly said that from £100,000,000 to £150,000,000 
represented the amount at the present moment lent upon equitable deposit 
ofdeeds. Nearly the whole were transactions in the banks themselves 
without the intervention of a solicitor, and represented the passing needs 
of the trading community. Under the present system the deeds were 
brought fo the bankers, who could tell in a short time whether it was 
necessary to send them to a solicitor, in nine cases out of ten it was not, 
and in the tenth the solicitor of the banker was employed. He did not 
remember that the bank ever made a charge to the borrower for it. The 
money was lent on the spur of the moment at only nominal cost and with 
perfect secrecy. The bankers had gone to the Lord Chancellor because 
they saw that the Bill would upret their business. They had tried to get 
the Lord Chancellor to see the difference between the deposit of deeds and 
the document under clause 14 of the Bill. With the certificate promptness 
would be gone, and in addition the certificate would not give the security 
which deeds would furnish, and by which the bankers judged whether 
they were such that they could properly make the advances asked. The 
deeds gave ag the information the banker wanted, the certificate told him 

le bankers would still require the deeds for the present as 
they would have always to look into the back title. It was not simply a 
banker’s question because the loans were to traders, and it was they who 
would be inconvenienced if the banker could not lend the money. 





MONDAY’S PROCEEDINGS. 
The committee sat again on Monday, the Arronney-GeneRaL pre- 
Lord Justice Davey was present to cise evidence, but the Committee, 


after deliberating in private for ten minutes, adjourned till Tuesday next 
(2nd July). 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 

The following gentleman were called to the Bar on Wednesday :— 

Lixcotn’s Inn.—Henry Martley Giveen (studentship O.L.E., Trinity 
term, 1893), B.A., Wadham Ooll., Oxford; James Francis W 
Galbraith (certificate of honour C.L.E., Hilary term, 1894), B.A., Orie} 
Coll., Oxford ; Joseph William Mounteney Holmes, B.A., Megdalen Coll, 
Oxford ; Walter Gilstrap Branston, B.A., Trinity Coll., Cambridge ; James 
Irvine Stirling, M.A., Trinity Coll., Cambridge; Philip Debell Tuckett, 
B.A., Trinity Coll., Oxford ; Nanaji Sidram Sindé ; Adolphus Alfred Jack, 
B.A., Peter House, Cambridge; Eustace Stanley Paton, B.A., Londop 
University; Rigby Philip Watson Swift, LL.B., London University ; 
George Henry Pinckard, B.A., Jesus Coll., Cambridge; George Ernest 
Timins, B.A., Pembroke Coll., Cambridge ; Spencer Taverner Hankey, 
Magdalen Coll., Oxford; Abdeali Mahomedali Kajiji, Downing Coli, 
Cambridge ; Umapada Roy, University of Calcutta : William Goodenough 
Hayter, B.A., New Coll., Oxford; Herbert Edwin Wright, M.A., LL.B., 
Trinity Coll., Cambridge ; Radhika Prosad Sen, University of Calcutta; 
Roger Eustace Wilbraham; Basil Murray Smith, B.A., New Ooll., 
Oxford ; and John Cook Gordon. 

Mrppiz Temrte.—Clement Anderson Montague Barlow, M.A., LU.M., 
Cambridge, Law Scholar, Middle Temple, and Student in Roman Law; 
Francis Chorley Channing (I.C 8.), Fellow of Punjab University, —— 
of Punjab Chief Court, late Scholar of Corpus Uhristi Coll, Oxford; 
Daniel Harold Ryan Twomey (I.C.S.), University Coll., London ; Algernon 
Massey, Fleet, M.A., Christ Church, Oxford ; William Joseph Whittaker, 
M.A., LL.B., Chancellor’s Medal in English Law, Junior Whewell 
Scholar; Percy Albert Searles, M.A., Trinity Coll., Cambridge; Robert 
Charles, Phillimore, B.A., Oxford University; Harold Newell, B.A, 
B.C.L , Durham University ; Charles Olinthus Gregory ; William Haldane 
Porter, B.A., Lincoln Coll., Oxford; Herbert William Ruthven Moore, 
B.A., Pembroke Coll., Cambridge; Nazarat Hosain; Léon Charles 
Alphonse Robert Pitot, B.A., Cambridge ; Launcelot Henlock Ayscough 
Stubbs, B.A., Lincoln Coll., Oxford; Syed Sherfuddin Ahmad; Atul 
Prasad Sen: Arthur Francis Welby Solomon; Wright Lissett; Bryan 
Inglis Southey ; Tyrrell Mildmay Commissiong; Nalini Chushan Gupta; 
Prabh Dial: Iyotis Ranjan Das; Leonard Charles Edmund Currie; 
Jethalal Motilal Parikh; Chunilil Harilal Setalvad; Chimanlal Narb- 
heram Thakor; Harold Pilkington Turner, LL.B., B.A., Victoria Univer- 
sity; John Robert Manners, B.A., Jesus Coll., Cambridge; Rustamji 
Framji Bahadhurji; Joseph Adolphe Duclos, LL.B., London University ; 
Pierce Essex O'Brien-Butler, her Majesty's Consular Service, China. 

Inner Tempte.—James Howard Lindsay, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge, 
holder of a certificate of honour, awarded Trinity, 1895; Alexander 
Edmund Fraser, M.A., Oxford; Walter Llewellyn Fry, M.A., B.C.L., 
Oxford ; Harry Weston Carlton ; B.A., Oxford; Alfred Ingleby Harrison, 
Cambridge; George Edmund Roberts, B.A., Oxford; Ernest Albert 
Reginald Read Bloomfield, B.A., Cambridge; Cecil John Mead Allen, 
Oxford; Arthur Holland Biggs, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Eustratius 
Emanuel Mavrogordato, B.A., Oxford; Herbert Frederick Cook, M.A, 
Oxford: Henry William Law, B.A., Cambridge; Alexander Claude 
Forster Boulton; Pherozshaw Ruttonjee Minvalla; William Edward 
Crosse Upcott, Oxford; Horace William Newland, B.A., Oxford; Henry 
Illingworth Bowring, M.A., B.C.L., Oxford; John Herbezit de Paz 
Thorold Gosset, B.A., Cambridge ; Archibald Read, B.A., Oxford; Claude 
Eustace Shebbeare ; William M’Callin, M.B., Royal University of Ireland; 
Francis Staunton Wilmot Sitwell: William Outhwaite Willis, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Robert William Hamilton, M.A., Cambridge: Albert Geor 
Scott; Arthur Bell Morland, B.A., Oxford; William Arthur Warwi 
B.A., Cambridge; Edward Grimwood Mears, B.A., Oxford; Maurlie 
Manohar Singh Ghour ; Dalzell Henry John Chalmers, B.A., Cambridge; 
and Edward Burn Hawes, B.A., Oxford. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death on the 19th inst., at the age of 67, of 
Mr. Freperrcxk Dumexcve, Barrister. He was called to the bar in 1852, 
and had a large — asa conveyancer. He was a good lawyeranda 
man of sound judgment and ability. In his early life he was distinguished 
as an athlete. He was educated at Rugby, and was in the school eleven, 
and from Rugby he proceeded to Caius College, Cambridge, and was in 
the Cambridge eleven. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Aurrep T. Davres, solicitor, of the firm of Herbert Lewis & Davies, 
Liv 1, has been appointed by the Chancellor of the Duchy (Lord 
T weedmouth) to the office of Cursitor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, 
vacant by the death of Mr. G. H. Dickson, of Preston. 

Mr. Herzerr Hacxerr Asrrnatt, solicitor, of the firm of Clarkson, 
Grunwells, & Co., of 36, Lime-street, London, has been appointed an 
examiner of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division in Admiralty 
actions. 


Mr. F. R. Y. Rapcurere, barrister, has been appointed a revising barris- — 


ter on the Western Circuit. 
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INFORMATION WANTED. 


£100 Rewarp.—Rev. Henry Corrincnam, late vicar of Heath, near 
Chesterfield, and canon of Southwell, deceased.—Reliable inf has 
= furnished that the above deceased left a will. The above reward will 

be given to anyone handing us the will, or to any person a us such 
information as enables us to find such will.—Shipton, well, & Co., 
Solicitors, Chesterfield. 





GENERAL. 


It is announced that the will of Sir James Bacon has been proved, the 
personalty being of the net value of £135,646 11s. 

Mr. L. D. Powles, Mr. James F. Torr, and Mr. Michael Moloney, 
barristers, have been appointed revising barristers on the South-Eastern 
Circuit. 

The Times says that Mr. R. Neville, Q.C., M-P., he 1 @ severe attack of 
influenza a short time ago, and this, together with an extra pressure of 

fessional and Parliamentary work, brought about a condition of nervous 
prostration. Mr. Neville is at present staying near Frankfort-on-Main, 
and is progressing favourably towa'ds recovery. 

The Times understands that Mr. Justice Barnes has so far recovered 
from his long illness that he proposes to resume his seat in the Admiralty 
Division on the 16th of next month. In the meantime, when Mr. Justice 
Bruce goes on circuit on the 6th of next month, Mr. "Justice Lawrance 
will take his place in the Admiralty Division until Mr. Justice Barnes 
returns. 

On Saturday evening, in the Whitehall rooms of the Hotel Métropole, 
the Speaker was entertained at a complimentary dinner by the members 
of the Northern Circuit, in celebration of his recent election to his high 
office. Nearly 200 of the past and present members of the circuit 
assembled to do him honour. The chair was occupied a Mr. 8. Pope, 
Q.C., the Speaker being on his ri _ and the Lord or on his left. 
The Bpeaker’ s health was propos Mr. Pope, and the whole company 
rose and drank the toast with aa cnitationn. be gore having 
responded, other toasts followed in due course. Amon) —— resent were 
the Lord Chief Justice of England, Mr. Justice Wright, . Justice 
Collins, Mr. Justice Bruce, and Mr. Justice Kennedy. 


At the meeting of the London County Council on Tuesday, the Parlia- 
mentary Committee reported that they were of opinion that the Land 
Transfer Bill would tend to reduce enormously the convey: costs of 
transfer, and asked the Council to express its approval of the Bill, and to 
authorize them to support the Bill in Committee. Dr. White moved an 
amendment to the effect that it was oes peer and unnecessary to incur 
any expense in the matter. The Bill not been circulated to the mem- 
bers of the Council, and they knew nothing whatever about its provisions. 
It was, therefore, absurd to ask the Council to express its approval. Mr. 
J. B. Porter seconded the amendment. Mr. E. Bond supported the 
gmendment on the ground that the council should mind its own business. 
On a shew of hands the amendment was negatived, as was also a motion to 
refer the matter back for further information, moved by Mr. C. Jerome, 
aud seconded by Sir J. C. Dimsdale. The recommendation of the com- 
mittee was then adopted. 


At the Marylebone Police Court, on Tuesday, William Massey Smith, 
of Gloucester-road, Seven Sisters’-road, Holloway, was a by the 
ae gue Law Society for having on the 30th of A) y; 
wilfully, and falsely pretended to be a solicitor.- Mr. R. in ney, 
solicitor, prosecuted. It was shown that Mr. Hartnell, the 
Lord High Admiral, Church-street, Edgware-road, had in March cane 
person in his employ named Kite as barman. He discharged him on the 
29th of April for dishonesty, paying him his wages up to = time of leaving. 
Subsequently Mr. Hartnell received a letter from, tee cay com- 
mencing, ‘‘ I am instructed by,’’ and threatening 
asserted to be due to Kite. Mr. Hartnell, bein aoe oe the or tho feapwocnion that 
it was a letter from a solicitor, went to Mr. Freke Palmer, his solicitor, and 
shewed him the letter. A summons was afterwards issued t Mr. 
Hartnell in the county court, but the matter was decided in his favour. 
The defendant, in answer to the case, said that he had no intention of 
holding himself out asa solicitor. He had acted on behalf of — his 
nephew, as he had no father, and thought it was quite legal. Mr. Bennett 
fined the defendant £5, with £1 3s. costs. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURB., 
Rota or Reoisraars 1 ATTENDANCE Oo” 


Date. Appzat Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
» & Currry. 









No Norra. 
Monday, July ..........0000000 1 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach 
Tuesda 2 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
‘a owes 
5 Pemberton Jackson fan” 
6 Ward Clowes Godfrey 








Srraiixa Kexewion. Romzs. 
1 Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
tent sat 
8 F Carrington 
4 Rolt Lavie Pugh 
5 Farmer Jarrington 
6 Rolt Lavie Pugh 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Fuivay, June 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Ps Luarrep m OCmanomry. 
Brnwixonau Day ype waste ayp Frum Co, Lisrrep—Creditors are 
tatowe Say oie ‘Daten Me . eet sod dremen, and particular ot thir Geb 


Comsrsation Lock axp Cua Stitce — Macuixs ayp Arracamert Syxpicartr, 


or 
or 
solor to 


1, Conling, Ite, Fenchure Tor ne ee eee ee 4 

. Gosling flo for o apraing m 

abovenamed not later than afternoon of June 

Easterns Day Doox axp cb Rontaa a Laurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 29, to names and and of theie debia or claims, to 


to send 
Crawford Wall Slade, Tredegar chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Journal Prorrietary ip Luurep—Petn for winding up, ome June 20, 
directed to be Limbrey 


on = & Co, 43, Finsbury ¢ . for petner. 
pg a of appearing must not later than 6 o sade in th in the afternoon 
of June 
Parramatta Sywpicate, Liutrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 22, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to James Parker, 


1, Whittington avenue 

bay! aa an Rorme eS vinting 20 oe Seen, Losth, June St, Chonatad So be ened 
on wea, "s co" solor petner ‘otice 
of appearing must reath the abo wenden phy Bay Roy Foyt hy 


June 29 
Swispow axp Norra Wiitrs Brewerr yey x bey! 
directed to ey 
went 10” 


18, to be heard on Le $3 1. Fose & 
Notice of appearing must the abovenamed not 
of June 29 

Swixesuaw Twist Co, Liurep (ux Liguipation)—Creditors are 
July 20, to send their names names and addresses, and rticulars of their 
Mr. William Moss, Ashton under Lyne. Lard, Manchester, solor to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Carpirr Cas Paoprrerors’ ano Drivers’ Stcx Bexgrit axp Paovipent Socrery, Friends’ 
Meeting House, Charles st, Cardiff, June 15 

Hore or Ati Souts Goop Tsmrcans Paovivpest Bewerit Sociery, 125, Vauxhall rd, 
Liverpool. June 8 

Sancruary Paincess Atexayone, Ancieyt Orpen or Sagraeans Socierr, Station Ina, 
Saltley rd, Birmivgham. June 1 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, June 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m Caasozrr. 
ee eeu &: ene ine wtoting We, graatted Dame ogy ~ hy aoe bess co 


must iy 0. inom Stannard, To, Basa or for pain, "Noten of 
bat“ ee Cnaaaane Co, sss, and particular of thls dabts or claims tA: 10, to send 


debts or claims, to A. G. Howitt, 
ig, Chamber ot, Nottingham. B Nottingham, solor 








Ph sg TO a Hoos a AND —— Before pur 
chasing or ren house have ny eeieneiae Oot 
Examined by an aay 


rt from The 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee peor tty 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gasetie.—Faiway, June 14, 
Dowsox, Atraep Cuaisroruer, aan, Belle Dock, Limehouse, Shipwright July 15 Nairne v 
Dowson, Chitty, J 


Baker, Crosby sq 
G B x Barton on July5 Hawkins 
a ~~ ENS AMIN, — on Trent, Draper July v Hawkins, 


Boa, ee Oe July 11 Naylor v Naylor, Regis- 
Pr: , Riowanp, Rainford, Lanes, Cotton Spinner July 17 Pennington v Mellor, 
wm Degistvar, Liverposl Kenion, Liverpool 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, June 18. 


Panta Boos Exocn Jacxsoy. Iron Merchant J 
Uolliecy Oe v Fishin Obitey Bank st, 


London cae aie June 25. 


ome Oe ae yy ory, ee July 2% Bagshaw v Aberdeia, 


Cases, Sesuee, Tove Pawnbroker Oct 31 Duarte v Clegg, Registrar, Liverpool 
Hewstock, Her Buawcne Wicctam, Alttacham, Chester July 27 Henstock vy Henstock, 


Registrar, 
Rnsarcr, Jase, Altincbm, Ghost, Guat July 27 Henstock v Henstock, Registrar, 


Chester 
Ropgats, x, Bath duly 18 Cottell v Roberta, Chitty, J Bush, Bristol 


18 Wharncliffe 











Collection — Parti _Partioulans, by letter, to ty lotton to A RG, 16, Oneapalde, te See 









[Apvr.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fauipay, June 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arrxes, Wiii1am mevamnentan, Clerk Manchester Pet 
June 19 Ord June 1 

Batpwis, Josern, bag Cattle Dealer Gloucester Pet 
June 19 Ord June 19 

Daspart, Geroror, Melksham, Builder Bath Pet May 10 


Ord June 19 
Baows, James, Leamington Spa, Ladies’ Costumier War- 
wick Pet June18 Ord June 18 


Cuvrcu, Axnit Drvowatp, Bath, Lodging-house Keeper 
Bath Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Danze, Aanow, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet June 15 Ord 
une 15 


Fitts Srepnex Witi1am, Swindon, Hardware Dealer 
Swindon Pet Jun*10 Ord June 19 
Fretcuer, Cuaries, Nottingham, Chemist Nottingham 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Forp, Franx Rosert, Longton, Commercial Traveller 
Stoke upon Trent Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Gauxt, Henpert, Leeds, Coal Dealer Leeds Pet June 17 
Ord June 17 
Grice, Atrrep Groraz, South Shields, "oe New- 
on Tyne Pet June 18 Ord June 1 
ang Joux, Aberavon Neath Pet Tait 17 Ord 
une 17 
Harsorrie, Taomuas Bewriecp, Longridge rd, Wine Mer- 
chant High Court Pet June18 Ord June 18 
Houmuzs, Atitex, Ashton under L aad Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Junei7 Ord 
Houireswortu, Water, I ng Sites Shef- 
field Pet Junei8 Ord June 19 
Hume, Atraep, Lowestoft, Smackmaster Gt Yarmouth 
Pet June17 Ord June 17 
Hvutcatsoy, Cnanies, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet June 17 Sune 17 
Jursazys, Evan. Ruabon, Wheelwright Wrexham Pet 
June 14 Ord June 14 
Taster, Ricuarp Nicno.soy, Bradford, Clerk Bradford 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
eceaes Wiis Earnest, West eg | Publican 
at Reemswich Pet June 18 Ord June 1 
cek. Georce Carrixetox, Burslem, Glass Merchant 
Pet June5 Ord June 17 
1LL1aM Hewry, Plymouth, Saddler Plymouth 
18 Ord June 18 
Partturres, Istpors Herscurit, Warwick st, House Agent 
Court Pet May 31 Ord June 19 
Paice, Joux Moreax, Abergavenny, Boot Maker Tredegar 
Fet June 19 Ord June 19 
Roaps, y waned bye = pm Te Bricklayer Guildford 
Pet June 15 Ord June 1 
aaa = 5 te Warns, pasty ye Leeds Pet June 17 
Sorxrx, Soom ell Chevington, Labourer Bury 8t Edmunds 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 


Surrn, Ricnagp, Joszrn Surru, Grorcz Harry Haapy, 
James Dusrant Avexanper, Grorcz Harny Lows, 
and Farpgricx Wain, Anstey, Leicester, Boot Manu- 
facturers Leicester PetJune 18 Ord June 18 

Turr, Epwarp, Lower Hardres, Farmer Canterbury Pet 
June 17 Ord June 17 

Tuaxassy, Jouy, Baker Stockport Pet June18 
Ord June 

Vanier, Wiiu1ax, ——_ Greengrocer Burnley Pet 
Wane Eo ae Cromer, General Shop K 

Wuirz, Epwarp rs al er, op Keeper 
Norwich Pet June1s Ord June 18 


Parker, 
Pet June 


Wruiams, Daviv, Morriston, Ironmonger Swansea Pet 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Wirsuree, Feepesicn Wri114M, Earl’s Court, 
Agent High Court May 28 Ord June 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Cu1ips, Groner, bape Posting Master 
Globe Hotel, h st, Ventnor, Iw 

Cuistetr, Huserrt Wane, and Anraur Weiiesier Nores 

Lewis, Poole, Yacht Builders June 28 at 12 Antelope 


bg Rosert heat mea c+ Shoreditch, Draper June 28 at 
st 
Dawnsy, Aanoy, Joiner Julylatil Off Rec, 22, 


row, Leeds 
Daves, CaRo.tyr, ~~ oe Grocer June 28 at 3 


Duet se, L-4~ ebburn, Grocer July 8 at 11.30 

Pink lane, Newcastle on 

Brag, Wists Jon, and Exizapetnu Cours, eae 
Indian Merchants July 3 at 2 Off Rec, 36, 


June 29 at 4 


xLEY, Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Confectioner June 28 
at12 Off Rec, 8t James’s 
Boxmaker June 


Gaegocory, a, Se 
28 at 2.30 - lle, Len en rd, Swansea 
mg Grocer June 28 


caaniaso Om Off Newboroagh 
Honest, Hochdale, L June 28 at 11.30 


AMIN sans Tuous, W ben , Tailor 


June Bat3 Off Rec, 25, J 
Hawtey, ae ean, ‘ita Flour Dealer June 
at street, Scar- 


2) 11.30 Off Reo, 7 


Howmes, ti sherereann seed June 28 at 3 
Farmer J 

Howth Ben 1a St Peal's eraaae? lord cadeveclen 

Hvouss, lohnstone, Ruabon, Builder June 28 at 
2.20 Eastgate row, Chester 


Jousstons, Jonx, a. Farmer June 1 at 


Jonna, Jonx, 
2 at1L30 Crown Hotel, P 








Jonzs, Wruisam, Swansea, Builder June 28 at 12 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Loaay, ine Sorm1a Marcanet, Birmingham, Res- 
— July 2 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birming- 


Macpowatp, Duscay, eg = 3 ayes, Draper June 28 at 
12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfi 

Mayserry, Wituiam, Usk, Sea, Auctioneer June 28 at 
12 Off Ree, Gloucester Bank chmbrs. Newport, Mon 

O’Brrex, Witttam, Russell sq July 2 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Ossourss, Exam, Kingston upon Hull, Watchmaker June 
@atil Off "Ree, Trinity Hous lane, Hull 

Pays, Jons Betvamy, Somersetshire, Lace Manufacturer 
June 29 at 2 Off Rec, 5b, Hammet st, Taunton 

Pariurrs, WILiiaM, Port Talbot, Glam, gma 
June 29 at 11.30 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Rerves, Gzorczs Tuomas Hastings, Broker July 1 at 12 
Young & Son, Bank bi 

Tessryuay, Samuvet, Leeds, —e Assistant June 28 
at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Tv 75 Epwarp, Lower res, Farmer July 5 at 9 Off 

, 73, Castle st, Cuedevoau 

Veum cE, "Tuomas Ricuarps, Doceinghen, Fancy Goods 
Dealer July 3at11 23, Colmore row Birmingham 

Watt, weg Knottingley, Yorks, Sailmaker June 28 
at 11 ff Reo, 6, Bond terrace, Wakefield 

Wootear, a Steyning, Sussex, Wheelwright July 
2at2.45 Auctioneer, Steyning 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Arrxes, Wit.14m, Chorlton on Medlock, Clerk Manchester 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Batpwiy, Josep, Over, Glos, Cattle Dealer Gloucester 

@ Pet June 19 Ord June Math, Lodging h 

nuRCcH, Anwiz Devona.p, ouse Keeper 

Bath Pet June19 Ord June 19 

es Hakrais, on prs ae High Court Pet 

June 1 

Cengann » Taomas, Burgess Hill, Painter Brighton 

Pe. dune ” On 
KE, Davip Faeperick, eman st, Builder High 
Court’ Pet June i? Ord March 19” . 

Bante, ss and Joiner Leeds Pet June 15 Ord 
une 


Fietcuer, CHARLES, pettagiam, Chemist Nottingham 
Pet June 19 Ord June 

Forp, Fraxx Roserrt, an, Commercial Traveller 

Stoke upon Trent Pet June 19 Ord June 19 


Gaunt, Herpert, Leeds, Coal Dealer Leeds Pet June 17 
on Tyne Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Gurwey, James, Chalfont St -~ Auctioneer Aylesbur 
Pet March * 

une 17 

Hoturmesworts, Waiter, Rotherham. 

Homes, Attex, Ashton = Lyne, Builder Stalybridge 

Brscueess, a, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham 

Margate, 
‘et May 31 Ord June 17 
ith, 

Lister, Ricuarp Nicno.sos, Bradford, Clerk Bradford 
Pet Nov 21 Ord June 17 

Pa. Wressay Henry. sue, Saddler Plymouth 
Pet June 18 Ord June 

Paice, Joux Morea Seerenny, Boot Maker Tredegar 
James BRANT ALexanper, and Gzonce Haxry 

June 18 

Torr, Epwazp, Farmer Canterb Pet June 

17 Ord J bid 
Pet June 18 ’ Ord June 18 


Ord June 17 
Grice, ALrrep Geoace, Sth Shields, Cartman Newcastle 
Gaimwoop, Bensamin Tomas, West Hartlepool, Tailor 
Sunderladd Pet June6 Ord June 19 
15 Ord June 1 
Reegees, Joux, Aberavon ‘Neath Pet June 17 Ord 
Harsorrie, Toomas Bexrigip, Longridge rd h Court 
Pet June18 Ord June 18 ge Hig 
Shef- 
field Pet June18 Ord June 19  $esdgecngapaces 
Pet June 17 Ord June 1 
Hume, Atrrep, Lowestoft, , Sere Gt Yarmouth 
Pet June17 Ord 
came, Wituam Tayior, Schoolmaster Canter- 
ury 
Joy, Gzorcr, Wi Coal Merchant Dorchester Pet 
May 30 Ord June ly 
Pet June18 Ord June 18 
Loxe, Ropert, Barrow in Furness, Upholsterer Ulverston 
Maysenrry, hte =p Usk, "Hotel Keeper Newport Mon 
Pet June8 Ord June 19 ” 
Poors, incon, Southwark, etew h Court Pet J 
22 Ord June 12 me - 
Pet June 19 
Surrn, Ricwarp, pang et Georcz Harry Harpy, 
Lows, Anstey, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet 
=—— Freperricx, Barton, Ches, Farmer Chester Pet 
rf 
Tet, Joux, Stockport, Baker Stockport Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 
Tomes, Cuantes Warwick, Eastbourne, Architect East~ 
June 11 Ord June 17 
1 
vag hi ~ p t-- ~~ Greengrocer Burnley Pet 
‘une 1 
Verxos, Courntyry Ae Percy, Stanwick, Nurseryman 
Pet 4 Ord June 19 
Waite, Eowarp Sacxsrt, 
orwich 
Wituisms, Antuvs Jonx, Swansea, Tailor Swansea Pet 
June 15 Ord June 17 


Wi.1a4ms, Davin, Morriston, Ironmonger Swansea 
Pet June 19 Ord J —_ 


Sore. The Orda of Adjdation n the above matter is 
made on the Annulment of the which was 
approved by the Court on the 10th January, 1804. 


ome, Some Slough, Butcher Windsor Pet May 25 
Jarvaare, eh Fyre Wheelwright Wrexham Pet 
ep a 
Wareneerns, | = aS Se Gent Wands- 








London Gaszette.—Tunspay, June 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atiey, Samvet Watter, Lowestoft, Bootmaker Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet June22 Ord June 22 

Anperson, Jonny, ae Agent Birming. 
ham Pet June7 

Aviss, Ropert, Patn Brides *, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 


Barney, Franx ArcarpaLp, py , Toy Dealer Bir. 
mii m Pet May9 Ord June 17 
Bisnor, Joun James, ee. Stockbroker Birming. 


ham Pet June7 Ord June 2 

Browye, Ricuarp Horris, Harberton, Butcher Plymouth 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Crowes, Georce Frepenice, Birmingham, Boot Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Jane 22 Ord June 22 

Dear, Taomas Oupacrgs, Alton, Solicitor Winchester 
Pet Mayi1l Ord June 21 

Deve, Tomas, Brighton, Traveller Brighton Pet 
June 21 Ord June 21 

Davry, be Seven Sisters rd, Tailor High Court Pet 
Ma: Ord June 21 

we. in Josern Mawnset, Pontypridd, © i 

Pontypridd Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Farrow, Bexsamix, Sustead, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet June 21 Ord Juhe 2i 

Favitt., Georce Witt1am, Market Rasen, Auctioneer 
Lincoln Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

High 
Gosiixc, Jonas, 


Ferepay, Hensuatt, Chancery lane, Solicitor 
Pet Jan 30 Ord June 21 
Farmer Norwich Pet 

June2i Orh June 21 

oe. Wriuiam, Walsall, Walsall Pet June 21 Ord 

‘une 2 

Groom, | Burnley, Fruiterer Burnley Pet June 22 
Ord June 22 

Hestam, Ciementixne Mane Josepuive, Southsea, Hosier 
Portsmouth Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Hu, Fi T High Court Pet May 31 


Ord June 21 
Hopxtys, Jouy, Gorseinon, Tailor Swansea Pet June 22 
Ord June 22 





Husyer, Arraor Mawnarp, Bloomsbury, Music Hall Artist 
High Court Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
ee Jou et Liangollen, Tanner Wrexham 


Towsxnavsne, Juuius, i st, Merchant High Court 
Pet Ma: Ord June 


y8 
Joves, Wittiam George, _ ee Contractor Newport, 
Mon Pet June2i Ord June 21 
Lanoasuree Raisina Co, a Manchester Manchester 
Pet June 17 Ord June 22 
Parrriver, Bexsamix, Wednesbury, Labourer Walsall 
Pet June 21 June 21 
Rix-Wetts, Georaz, Gayton, Gent King’s Lynn Pet 
June19 Ord June 19 
Rooms, Tuomas, Cardiff Cardiff Pet June 7 Ord 
une 18 


sale Ross. Manta, atm Stationer Exeter Pet 
June18 Ord June 18 

Scrivens, Harry, Cheltenham, Market Gardener Chel- 
tenham Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Suzwnan, Epwarp Watson, Eastbourne, Stationer Lewes 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Surees, Cuartes James, Manchester, Greycloth Salesman 

ester Pet June22 Ord June 22 
prietress High Court Pet May 31 


0 20 

Surrn, Hagry, Fulham, Builder High Court Pet May 22 
Ord June 20 

Stove, Freperic«, hs spr Farmer Ipswich Pet 
June 20 Ord 


sam, Wittia seen  eorth Seiaite, Hatter Newcastle 
May 17 Ord June 
re 4, ‘oseru, Mile End rd, Jeweller High Court Pet 
May 31 June 20 
WHitris.p, myer, Huddersfield, siete Seller Hudders- 
field Pet June 20 Ord June 
Worsey, Epxest, Bi ccaat Victualler Bir- 
mingham Pet June19 Ord June 19 
7 publish inthe London Gaze of June 7 
the London Gazette of June 7 :— 
Doone. Joux, W , Greengrocer Walsall 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
The fi amended notice is substituted for that 
pub! esas Pa & ree 14:— 
Evans, Isaac, Leather Worker Birming- 
ham Pet May 14 Ord June 12 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
AITKEN Ouden's Chinbe Manchester, Clerk oo aly 2 at 2.00 


Baupwix, OFit" Soares rar, Bale Dae Dealer July 2 at 83 Off 


Buseoronny bk any Sheffield, Engineer July 4at 


8 

Caper, Jouy, Pontypridd, July 4at12 Off Rec, 
Merthyr Tydal ee 

Cons Secure Contractor “July 3 at3 


Or ies SE rg mp 


Exuiorrt, 
Clothiers July” Clothiers July 4 et 12.15 Off — 


Exuiorr, ae N, and Jouw Hrnz, Enfield, Contractors 
July 2at 3 on Rec, 95, Temple chambers, Temple 


avenue, 
Evans, Isaac, Leather Worker July 4at li 


Senne Haazy, a andl Guangy wason Page Wolver- 
hampton, Hosiers July 2 at 3 Off Rec, Wolver- 


Gauxt, ome Saat Seales July 8 ati2 Of 
Rec, Park row 
Goopatt, BW, eal Dee See July 4 at 11-5 
Ogden’s chm 


ok fw Grouex, South gee July 8 
at 11.30 Det thon Pink lane, Newoastic on Tyne 
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Hacous, Eavesr, Leeds, Joiner July Sat 11 Off Reo, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 
Panam, Caamne Cengh, Butcher July 4 at 12 Crown 


TCHINSON, Cuanriezs, Nottingham, Grocer July 3 at 12 
BS ll He, 8 Peter Gharoh walk, Novi ham 

rreys, Evan, Ruabon, Wheelwrigh 5 11.30 
jerry, Weeshess 4 


riory, 
Joxzs, Tom Russ, Ton y, Tailer July 5 at 12 Off 
Rec, Merthyr 
Krtrcx, Wittiam, Appledore, Miller July 8ati2 Young 
& Bank 


Lames, Wiiuian, N inter July 2 at 12 Off 
Reo, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Las, Geonee, Branksome, Tranter July 2 at 12.30 Off 

Laster, Ricnanp Nicuorsox, Bradford, Clerk July 3 at 11 
Off , 31, row, Bradf 

Loveuer, Davin Lewis Cardiff, Traveller July 4 at 12 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

-——“e Jou, " cmmet Jaly 3 at 3 Off 


Durham. 
8, Albert gg 
Mies, Evizapetu, Aberdare, Butc July 3 at 2 Off 
Ree, Tydfil 


yr 
Moore ,Ex1, Bournemouth, Laun July 2 at1 Off 
en Ae th, dryman July 


Movtsox, Wriu1am Epwanrp, Sheffield, Hairdresser July 
4at3.30 Off Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Owen, Gairrira, Brynkir, Grocer July3 at 11.30 Police 
Portmadoc 


Panxer, Witt1am Henny, Plymouth, Saddler July 4 at 
10, Athenzoum trree, Plymouth 

Pexuserton, Wit1i1am Pourorp, Overton, Pubiican July 5 
ati2 Priory, Wrexham 

Ports, Wiiu1am Arruur, Blyth, Auctioneer July 3 at 3 

hg : ny) tn ayy Om Ree 2 han 
UD, JOSEPH y 2at4 » 2, Jol 
Sunderland 


Raymonp, Wriitam, Maesteg, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
July 4 at 11 Off Ree 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Rivine, Wit, Ormskirk, Builder July 3 at 12 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Scrasz, Ross Mania, Torquay, Stationer July 2 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

S18, Emma, Notting Hill, Cab Proprietress July 3 at 12 
Bankruptcy bl Carey st 


’ 

Surra, Ricuagp, Joszen Surre, Gronce Harry Harpy, 
James Dursrayt ALexanper, George Haray Lows, 
and Faepericx Warn, , Leicester, Boot Manu- 
fi July 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Leicester 
Sairu, Samvuet, Ni , Livery Stable Keeper Jul 
Qat 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham. 
Sraeee, Wares Henry, Cardiff, Baker July 4 at 11.30 
’ st, 
Tuomas, Davip, Deptford, Builder July 2 at 12.30 24 
way app, London Bridge, BE” ' 
Touzs, Cuanites Warwick, Eastbourne, Architect July 9 
at3 Coles & Seaside rd, Eastbourne 


Turner, WILtiam tus, New Bond S Setaene 
Manufacturer July 5 at 2.30 North Stafford Hotel, 
Stoke wu t 

VARLEY 


tLu1aM, Nelson, Greengrocer July 4 at 2.30 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Warennovss, Jonx Atraep, Petersham, Gent July 2 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge, 8 E 


Reo, 6, Queen st, 
Off Res 


Brorserrox, Jonx, W 

Browns, Ricuarp 
Pet June 20 

Caupzr, Jonx, Pon’ 
24 Ord June 

Eowanrps, Josera Manse, 
Pon 

Evans, Isaac, 


Farnow, Bessamin, 
2 June 21 


June 21 


Goopaut, E W, Burslem, 
1 Ord June 18 


une2i Ord June 21 


Hicxsoy, WiLu1AM, 
Pet May 24 
Horxins, Jous, 
Ord June 22 


Jonzs, Many Aoyes, 


McKzyx 


Rrx- 
Pet June 18 Ord June 


Ord June 22 
June 17 Ord June 18 





Pet June 20 


ham Pet May 14 Ord J 
Sustead, Farmer 


Favitn, Geores Wiiiiam, Market Rasen, Auctioneer 
Lincoln Pet “Ord June 22 


une 
Husyer, Agrave Mawanp, 
Court Pet J 


Gardener July 3 at 12.30 
24, Railway London 8E 
‘HITYIBLD ic Seller July 4 at3 


Huddersfield 
Wiu.usMs, Arravr Joux, Swansea, Tailor July 8 at 12 





Ww Guanves, Borough, Journalist July 3 at 11 
INDUST, ABLES, 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 4 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Auten, Sauve, Watrer, Lowestoft, Bootmaker Great 
Yarmouth Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


Fits Sreraen Wituiam, Swindon, Hard 
Swinton Pet June 8 Ord June 20 
Dressmaker 


Gonna, Jonas, Letheringsett, Farmer 

Groom, Gronos, Burnley, Fruiterer Burnley Pet June 18 
Ord June 22 

Harrier, Wititam Rosset, and Taomas Ricuaapson 
Liverpool, Auctioneers Liverpool Pet April 3 Ord 


June 
Hesiam, Ciementine Manis Joserutns, Southsea, Hosier 
rf Pet June 21 Ord June 21 


Sauce 


Tailor Swanses Pet June 22 
oer | Music Hall 
‘une 20 June 20 
3 a ee 4 Ord June 19 Ciateiien 
on TLLIAM Geore 3 
‘Mon Pet June 20 bed Fane 3h ae, 
Logan, Eves Sorata Marcanrert, Restaura- 
Birmingham Pet June 11 
ELLS, Gores, Magy 
Roaps, Harry T'ugopors, Woking, Bricklayer Guildford | 
Pet June 15 Ord June 21 
Renpetees, 3 Ft Dees oe Manchester Pet 
Scrasz, Ross Marta, Torquay, Stationer Exeter Pet 


June 21 
Leather Worker Birming- 





Bareavey, Henry Josian, and Joun Wiritiam Bareaey, 
and Faep Breer, Hi Dyers 
May 24 Ord June 19 


% Walsall | 
Pet May 31 aseoe ae } 
1x, Harberton, Butcher Plymouth 


June 20 


typridd, Draper Pontypridd Pet May 
Crank, Hagzy HighCourt Pet April 30 Ord June 20 


Commission Agent 


Norwich Pet June 


ware Dealer 


Hanley Pet June 
Norwich Pet 


Mannfacturer Nor- 














Surezs, Cuarnies James, Manchester Salesman 
Lg . eee Ipswich Pet 

ue, 

w hn ‘ane 20 
ATKI ILLIAN Lianelly Chemist Car- 

rth Pet June 14 Ord June #2 ‘ 

Wuirrr Mary, leld, Music Seller Hudders- 

w field Cty’ bop ne bad 
SYMA Stoke fewington, Builder Edmon- 
ton 9 Ord June 20 

Witxrssox, Wiis ¥, Cabinet Maker 
Bradford Pet 2 Ord June 2 


weGourt Pet Apell29, Ord June 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
J 1 and 2.—Mr. Waurer F. Paysiox (of the firm of 
& Lowe), at the ee to ae 

une 





(see 

p. 4). 
July 2.—Messrs, Desexnam, Tewsow, Faauce, & Baipoe- 
water, Freehold and Leasehold Residences, and a Free- 
hold Property (see advertisements, June 8, 


p- 2). 

July 3.—Messrs. Eowix Fox & Bovsrisup, at the Mart, 
C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-Rents (see advertise- 

ment, this week, p. 614). 
3.—Mesers. Fanuseoraes, Exim, Ciuarx, & Co., at 

Garden, “all Babbling Land (ws ebro 

pepe 

uly 4.— AREBROTHER, is, Cuarx, 

E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold 
Bip, Breton (se advertisment Satis, 


J 

July 4.—Mesers. H. E. Fosrznr & Cranrrecv, at the Mart, 

pram 20 oe peo Shares ( 
see 

advertisements, this week, p. 4). 


J 











SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1995. 


My BSss. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

vanes, & BRIDGEWATER to announce 
Buburben a ae. ~ Premises, 

» aD 

Buildi Land, Advowsons, Reversions, 
eae, Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows:— 4 


Tues., July 2 Tués., Aug. 6 Tues., Oct. 22 
Tues., July 9 Tues., Aug. 13 Tues., Nov. 5 
Tues., Aug. 20 Tues., Nov. 19 
uly 23 Tues., Oct. 8 | Tues., Dec. 3 


By arrangement, auctions can also be held on other 
Tewson 


days, in town or country . De » 
Farmer, & undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of 

Farming , Timber, 








City of London.—First-class Freehold Ground-rents, 

amounting to £700 per annum, abundantly secured u 

a block of modern business premises, as 
Church-buildings, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, and 16, Cree 
Church-lane, within sight of, and only a few out 
of Leadenhall. with reversions in about 76 years 
to the rack rentals, now estimated at upwards of £2,000 
mm. een the Trustees of the 

orris, Eaq.— ; 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 


BRIDGWATER will SELL, at the MART, on 
THURSDAY, JULY 18, at TWO, in Lota, the above 
‘FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, in amount from 
£55 to £106 per annum, 


Particulars of Mesars, W ing, Adams, & Co., 66 
Tr maads and of the “Austiesceun, on, Gheapeiae 


perty, ina 
and within 


! 
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vlows rar the Vale of Albery, end 
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decorated, 

domestic” grouad roflcen, and ary 
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the MART cs TURSDA OTULY 16, at TWO, with 
pene, by. onder of the Executors of the late John 
choice RESIDENTIAL 
PROPERTY ae Wale 8 Yew sum of money was 
expended late owner. with about 21 
Sor on Oa 
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By EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD, 
At the Auction Mart, on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 3, at TWO, 


OTTING-HILL.—Freehold Ground-rents 

of £153 per annum, arising from 34 houses and 

- Nos. 1 to 28, and 37 to 42, William-street, producing 
£926 18s. per annumi, 


Burstewiare of Messrs. GILLAUME & SONS, Solicitors, 
9, isbury-square, Fleet-street, B.C. ; and Messrs. Edwin 
Fox & Pousfie 


99, Gresham-street, Bank, E.c, 
EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD, 
At the Auction Mart, on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, at TWD. 


Cr en OF LONDON.—Freehold, for develop- 

wal with front the premises, Nos. 18 and 19, 

S2ft.. but widening to 50ft., 

a depth of ., and covering the superficial 

Se jt well lighted and adapted for erection of one 

lock of commercial buildings or two warehouses. 

e pow de premises have been a as a fully- 

licensed hotel, and might still be profitably worked. 
Possession on completion. 

Particulars of Messrs. H. J. and T. CHILD, Solic itors, 
2, Paul's Bakehouse-court Doctor's-sommons, E.C.; G. 
DICKENSON BYFIELD, Solicitor, 32,’ Great’ St. 
Helen's, E.C,; and Messrs. Edwin Fox ‘& Bousfield, $9, 
atmananent street, Bank, £.C. 








By EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD, 
At Auction Mart, on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, at TWO, 
By order of Trustees. 


EW BOND-STREET, No. 97, First-class 
Investment, ual to freehold, comprising the 


Business Premises, havin having a frontage of 24ft. and extend- 
i ng to the depth , 8ix storeys in height, with show 
rooms and p ana a sh t om leases expiring 
Michae' 1900, at low rents, amounting to £1,074 _ 
annum, Held fromthe Corporation of the City of "London 
for a term of 40 years, at nominal ground-rent of £11 10s. 
per . subject to a fine on renewal every 14 years of 


Particulars of Messrs. EMANUEL & SIMMONDS, 
Solicitors, 36, Finsbury-circus, E.C. ; and of i. Edwin 
Fox & Bousfleld, 99, Gresham strect, Bank, E.C. 


By | EDWIN FOX LS BOUSFIELD, 
t the Auction Mart, on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, at TWO. 


OND STREET. -—~Oorporation Leases. 

No. 600, NEW BOND-STREET. Let till 1904 at £300 
ayear. Term 40 — 1895, renewable for ever every 
14 s. Fine £24 7s. 6d. Ground-rent £3 9s, 6d. per an. 
‘oO. 102, NEW BOND STREET. Let till 1920 at £182 
@ year, with reversion in 25 years to rack rents now 
amounting to £745 annum ; same —_ as above, fine 
430 12s, -rent £4 7s. 6d. 

Ww Stee of JAMES GIRDLES NE, ath , Solicitor, 
ie i ——_ GUSCOTTE, WADHAM, & BRAD- 
phere Essex- street, Strand, W.C. ; and of 
we teed 9, G - street, 








By EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD 
At Auction M on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, at TWO o'clock, 


RRBGEN T-STREET, No. 202.—Crown Lease, 
Business Premises, oppos posite Conduit-street, Let on 
lease at the low rent of £775, in consideration of a large 
Held foraterm expiring July, 1919, at nominal 
-rent of £43 8s. 6d. per annum, with reversion on 
expiry of existing underiease 
Particulars of Messrs. DOD, 
F Solicitors, 16, 
Messrs. 
Bank, E.C. 


LONGSTAFFE, SON, & 
‘Berners-street, W. ; and 
win Fox & Bousfield, 99, Gresham- -street, 


By EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD, 
At the Auction Mart, on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, at TWO. 

By order of the Mortgagee, 
ee MALL, No. 48,—Freehold Premises, 
the Oxford and Cam Club, with pos- 
~ occupation or more profitab development | 
aye ty wai possesses a ee ag 
extends to a considerable depth, covering rficial 
Some eh aaenthy cugubta of ohedeines mien £1,000 


per annum. 
Messrs, NICKINSON, PRALL, & 


of 
NSON, Solicitors, 51, Chancery- lane ; and a. 
Edwin Fox & Boustield, 09, Sete Seer Bank, E.C. 


By EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD, 
At the Auction Mart, on 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, at TWO. 

Pe rsing te eo i No, 49. afre reehold Estate, 
len 4 bapewn of Oe premises with back 
a tat a frontage of 37ft. and 
sia Sept , total superficial area 
mer cht erection of a pile of buildings 
yo ot ot EDWARD P. DAVIS 67, 
New Broad-street, E.C. Messe: Bdwit’ Pox de bas 
field, 00, Greshametrect, Dank, 0, 





“lose to Cli stations 
the North 

services of omnibuses and trams to the City West 
i," R. HENRY SCRUTON will OFFER for 
1VI SALE by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C., on MONDAY, ‘JULY sth, at TWO. o'clock 
recisely, the following LEASEHOLD RESIDENCES, all 
et to desirable tenants at moderate rentals :— 

Lot. Premises. 


15, as ~ teen 

17, 

19, De. ove 
{ 24, Do. eee 
( 26, Do. ese 


| 


Particulars of Messrs. Clarke, Rawlins, & Co., Solicitors, 
acta sere en 82 and of the 
Auctioneer, Dacre House, Arundel-street, Wc. 

In the High Court of Justice, 

Cairns, Sectaned—An undi 

£927 14s. 7d., being balance of i 

Earl Cairns, deceased, di 

: ~ Right Hon. Hngh M” 

paid from — 

for A will be arise. 

N ESSRS., DOW OWS A T, KNIGHT, & Co. 

are instructed to OFFER for SALE, by AUCTION, 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., the above INVEST 
MENT, on WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, at ES ob» 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of Messrs 
Lumley & Lu Conduit-street, W., and 15, Old 
Jewry-chambers, C.; ola the Auctioneers, 3, Lincoln's 


inr-fields. 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1895. 


ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. tesa amare ie ours 
opie been fixed for their SALES during the year 1: 
held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of England, E.C. :— 
Thurs., July 11 Thurs., ae 9 
Thurs., July 18 Thurs., y 
Thurs., July 25 Thurs., - 26 Th 
Thurs., Aug. 1 Thurs., 10 7 
Thurs., Aug.15 | Thurs., Oct. 24 
Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 
arranged 








Thurs., Nov. 14 





Messrs. Farebrother Ellis, Clar! & Co. Lag 2 in the 
otretinnat Rag ef thy B. 
a list of their forthcoming es 
also issue from time to time schedules 
or sold, com: landed 
freehold an 
ame ts f ook 
free o 
etrest, &, Templo-bee, and 18, Old 


STIMSON & SONS, 


pie ES Surveyors, and Valuers, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 
AXD 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Hlephant and Castle). 
UCTION SALES are held at the Mart, 
Tokenhouse-yard p— on the second and last 
Thursdays in each month on other days as occasion 
may require. 
Sr a eta a0 3 ot ES 
of Mo Receiverships in » Bales by Auction 


Sh etecet BC. 








AUCTION SALES. 


ESSRS, FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 

take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and includ’ 
every description of House Property. Printed terms can 
be had on application at their Offices. Mesars. Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices, 
54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


[Vj meses. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-iMnd 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applice« 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


LET, Chambers in New-square(' 
or ) ng —— the Bar 


Sstioe 
be ; pedals 7 taipenae tee 
or Wolitors. Apply to Lonopovan, BravEa 
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Bi 
electric 





FOUR and FOUR-AND-A- PER CENT. DEBERe 
bh Fe MORTGAGE and AGHNOY | 
NEW ZEALAND (Limited). 


Chairman—H. R. GRENFELL, Esq. 
wens Geek 000, in 100,000 shares of £10 
a reTebLOGD. Further Cello’, £50,000. 


/ y RECEIVES MONBY on. Debenture at at 4 
cent. viene our years, per cent. for fivegp — 
a > yable half-yearly by attached to 


By Oe Auten et Association the issue of Debentures ig 
restricted to the amount of the uncalled capital. 


and information may be obtained 
PR noe} a ; te of loot tn | 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOGIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Estasiisuzp 1823), 


Interests in Real and Tie : 
Life =8 = 
Advance 7 t+ these poo then 19, King’s — 
yard, Coleman street, E.C. 
RREVERSIONARY and 
Becurities and Annuities PURCHASED or Loans ot 
Paani "gk tobe eons 





—_ 





LIPE INTERESTS - 


PROPERTY or 


Stran 
1835. Ca) 000. on Loans may be capita. 


$% GAA a 


DHNIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBanp+ 
STREET, and 57, Cganine-cross, Loxpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 


Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macporatp, } Joint 
Secretaries. 





P. B. Macvowap, 


Bpecial Advantages to Private Insurers, 5 
THE IMPERIAL ovsvrancs company 7 
LIMYTED. van. 


1, Old Broad-street, BO. and 35 Pall Mall, 8.W. 
at eh 
E, COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 
< ESTABLISHED 1861. 
BIRKBECK BANE: 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery. , 


-lane, London. 








BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 


BIRKBECK k FREEHOLD Lax SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 


FOR FIVE SHILLINGS P&B MONTE. 
The BIRKBECK AlAs full 
post free. FRANCIS RA PT, 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBES YOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARKIsTENS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, To 
, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ga 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


M4, OHANGERY LAME, LONDOM, 


Law W: 








gets i PSA ROIS Fst EH NI, AB a9 A DR RIN Ya SIA 





